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From the 1960s on, linguistic theory has become increasingly integrated into the analysis 
of Biblical Hebrew. Treating Biblical Hebrew as a language means that sources of Ancient 
Hebrew outwith the Bible are relevant to understanding the words in the Bible. Therefore, 
analyses of Biblical Hebrew words have increasingly been studied as a portion of Ancient 
Hebrew. This work suggests the scope of analysis has been artificially limited, and should 
be extended to include an analysis of Mishnaic Hebrew. Such an analysis necessarily takes 
into account the fact that multiple eras of Hebrew and dialects of Hebrew are being 
studied. One major feature of lexical semantic linguistic theory is the semantic domain. 
Semantic domains are groups of words which are used to describe different aspects of a 
concept. For example, in English the semantic domain related to food consumption would 
include (among others) the verbs: eat, consume, swallow, devour. 
To date, no expansive study which takes into account semantic domains has been done on 
the adjective ע  raʿ; bad/evil) in Ancient Hebrew. Furthermore, there is no completely) ר 
satisfying description of the word in either dictionaries or studies which have analysed ע  ר 
(raʿ; bad). This study draws on theories and methods of lexical and cognitive semantics to 
study the meaning of ע  .raʿ; bad) in Ancient and Mishnaic Hebrew) ר 
The study first examines the use of ע  ,raʿ; bad) to describe various things (acts, humans) ר 
etc.). It then moves on to map some of the semantic domains in which ע  .raʿ; bad) occurs) ר 
Four of the domains within which ע  raʿ; bad) is used are mapped. The four domains of) ר 
use are identified as: EVILDOER, DECEIT, SIN, and DESTRUCTION. Finally, the use of ע  (raʿ; bad) ר 
within these semantic domains is analysed. 
The initial analysis demonstrates that ע  raʿ; bad) is a very general term used across many) ר 
areas of language to qualify something as negative. It may be objective (like English ‘evil’) 
or subjective (like English ‘bad’). It may be used as part of a scale from good to bad, or as 
the negative category in contrast to good. The domain analysis demonstrated that ע  ;raʿ) ר 







From the 1960s on, linguistic theory has become increasingly integrated into the analysis 
of Biblical Hebrew. As a result of Biblical Hebrew being analysed as language, it has 
increasingly been studied as a portion of Ancient Hebrew. This study draws on theories 
and methods of lexical and cognitive semantics to study the meaning of ע  bad) in) ר 
Ancient and Mishnaic Hebrew. 
To date, no description of ע  has been wholly satisfying. While the various descriptions ר 
contain elements of the picture, none has accounted for both ע  as a general term and as ר 
it appears in various semantic domains. The current study sought to redress this lack by 
analysing ע  (.in terms of how it modifies certain discourse elements (ACTS, HUMANS, etc ר 
and how it functions in its semantic domains of use. Unfortunately the size of completing 
a full analysis with respect to these features was prohibitive and so the scope was limited 
at various points. 
The corpus selected was broadened from the usual selection of writings to include the 
Hebrew of the Mishnah. This represented the current consensus on the dating of Mishnaic 
Hebrew as a dialect spoken during the Ancient Hebrew period. However, the mishnaic 
corpus was limited to the Mishnah due to a lack of tagged texts available for the wider 
early-mishnaic (Tannaitic) corpus. 
The theory drawn on most heavily is that of Reinier de Blois. However, his theory and 
framework is not rigidly adhered to, with wider cognitive semantic theory being 
considered including research on semantic change. The theory and method employed by 
Marilyn Burton has also greatly influenced this work. 
In Chapter 2, the function of ע  in modifying discourse elements is analysed (i.e. its ר 
schematic use). Detailed analysis is limited to a sample of 17 categories of use (67.6% of 
total occurrences). In Chapter 3, a semantic association analysis is carried out in order to 
map the semantic domains in which ע  participates. This analysis demonstrated a bias ר 
towards a small set of semantic domains identified as: subdomains ָרָשַע (EVILDOER), and ַן  ָאוֶּ
(DECEIT); ָעוֺן (SIN); and ָרָעַה (DESTRUCTION). Use in other domains (e.g. COMMODITY) is 
acknowledged, but not analysed further in this work. In Chapter 4 ע  was analysed with ר 
respect to its use in the domains mapped in Chapter 3, and with reference to a set of five 
words identified as being most likely to contribute significantly to an understanding of ע  .ר 
These words are: ָרָשע (wicked), ַ ן ,(evil) ָרָעה ,(badness) רֹע   .(iniquity) ָעוֺן villainy), and) ָאוֶּ
Through the analysis, ע  was found to be primarily a general term which provides a ר 
negative modification to the discourse element it modifies. However, ע  may operate as ר 
the negative direction of a continuous scale, or the negative side in a two-category (good-




Where the element is negative, ע  functions to foreground the relevant negative element ר 
of the thing being described. It is found in both objective and subjective usage. 
The semantic domain analysis uncovered the following patterns of use, previously 
unnoticed, which apply to ע  ACT→GUILT and ACT→PUNISHMENT. That is, under certain :ר 
conditions ע ע may refer to the GUILT incurred or the PUNISHMENT given for ר   ACT. Where ר 
ע ע ,subdomain ָרָשע is closely associated with the ר   refers to HUMANS who deserve judicial ר 
action against them. In connection with the ָאֶון subdomain, ע  .is characterised by DECEIT ר 
It is used in this way of SPEECH, ACTS, BEHAVIOURS, and EVENTS. In connection with the ָעוֺן 
domain, ע  domain ָרָעַה is linked with ACTS or BEHAVIOURS that breach divine law. The ר 
appeared likely to be an ad-hoc domain and did not contribute much to the understanding 
of ע  .ר 
The analysis draws attention to certain areas for future research. Most notably the  ָאֶון 
subdomain, where the partial domain analysis suggested some significant departures from 
the previous description of ן  domain would also profit from ָעוֺןַ The understanding of the .ָאוֶּ
further study. In addition to these areas, further research on ע  itself would be beneficial ר 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
And very often a translator, to whom the meaning is not well known, is 
deceived by an ambiguity in the original language, and puts upon the passage 
a construction that is wholly alien to the sense of the writer… because the 
Greek word μοσχος means a calf, some have not understood that μοσχευματα 
are shoots of trees, and have translated the word ‘calves;’ and this error has 
crept into so many texts, that you can hardly find it written in any other way. 
And yet the meaning is very clear; for it is made evident by the words that 
follow. For ‘the plantings of an adulterer will not take deep root,’ is a more 
suitable form of expression than the ‘calves;’ because these walk upon the 
ground with their feet, and are not fixed in the earth by roots. In this passage, 
indeed, the rest of the context also justifies this translation. 
Now translations such as this are not obscure, but false; and there is a wide 
difference between the two things. For we must learn not to interpret, but to 
correct texts of this sort.1 
Biblical studies has at different times and to varying degrees recognised the need for 
understanding the words of the biblical texts. Long before biblical studies was considered 
a discipline, Augustine of Hippo highlighted the issue. In his work De Doctrina Christiana 
(quoted above), he argued that we must correct errors of translation introduced through 
misunderstanding the possible meanings of a particular word form. More than this, he 
argued that discourse context can help us determine the correct sense.2 
Today, 1,600 years later, we are still progressing our understanding of the words in the 
biblical text. As linguistic theory develops, so does our ability to understand how languages, 
both modern and ancient, work. Since the 1960s there has been a considerable amount of 
work into lexical semantics by linguists. This work has revised and refined ways of 
exploring word meaning. Some of that work is in the tradition of cognitive grammar; some 
comes from the theoretical developments associated with computerised corpora; and 
some comes from research projects such as FrameNet and WordNet. There is also 
theoretical work into polysemy and into the relationship between word meaning and 
context. This literature offers the biblical scholar a range of tools for exploring word 




1 Augustine of Hippo, ‘On Christian Doctrine’, in St. Augustin’s City of God and Christian Doctrine, ed. Philip 
Schaff, trans. J. F. Shaw, vol. 2, A Select Library of the Nicene and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church 
1 (Buffalo, NY: Christian Literature Company, 1887), 540–41 (= De Doctrina Christiana 2.12.18). 
2 Josephus also argued against false translations of the Septuagint in Against Apion 2.26-27. Flavius Josephus, 





1.1 The Adoption of Linguistic Theory in Biblical Studies 
The watershed moment for the adoption of linguistic theory in biblical studies came in 1961 
with James Barr’s The Semantics of Biblical Language.3 In 1972 John Sawyer described it as 
a ‘wind of change’ which he sent ‘through modern biblical criticism’.4 Barr begins his book 
with words which remind us of the concerns of Augustine—a need for a correct 
understanding of language use. 
Only a little need be said about the occasion and purpose of this book. It is a 
main concern of both scholarship and theology that the Bible should be 
soundly and adequately interpreted. In recent years I have come to believe 
that one of the greatest dangers to such sound and adequate interpretation 
comes from the prevailing use of procedures which, …, constantly mishandle 
and distort the linguistic evidence of the Hebrew and Greek languages as they 
are used in the Bible.5 
In 1972, Sawyer published his work on terms for ‘salvation’, Semantics in Biblical Research. 
This work represents one of the earliest applications of semantic field (later: domain) 
theory to Biblical Studies.6 Seventeen years later, the method of componential analysis7 
was popularised in Biblical Studies by Louw and Nida in their 1989 Greek – English Lexicon 
of the New Testament Based on Semantic Domains.8 Shortly before their dictionary was 
published, scholars of Ancient Hebrew began discussing the need for a database containing 
scholarly discussion about Ancient Hebrew lexemes.9 This led to the development of the 
Semantics of Ancient Hebrew Database (SAHD) project. The SAHD project aims to be a 
tool for stimulating further semantic research and also to make clear ‘not only what work 
has already been done, but also which workable way of approach has not been used for the 
 
 
3 First published in 1961 by Oxford University Press. James Barr, The Semantics of Biblical Language (Eugene, 
OR: Wipf and Stock Publishers, 2004). 
4 John F. A. Sawyer, Semantics in Biblical Research: New Methods of Defining Hebrew Words for Salvation, 
Studies in Biblical Theology, 2.24 (Naperville, IL: A. R. Allenson, 1972), 1. 
5 Barr, The Semantics of Biblical Language, iii. 
6 Prior to Sawyer publishing his book there were at least two articles which applied concepts of semantic 
fields to Biblical Hebrew. One was authored by Barr, the other by Sawyer. Sawyer, Semantics in Biblical 
Research; James Barr, ‘The Image of God in the Book of Genesis: A Study of Terminology’, Bulletin of the John 
Rylands Library 51, no. 1 (1968): 11–26; John F. A. Sawyer, ‘Root-Meanings in Hebrew’, JSS 12, no. 1 (1 March 
1967): 37–50. 
7 Developed out of semantic field theory and linguistic anthropology during the 1950s and 60s in Europe and 
the USA. Dirk Geeraerts, Theories of Lexical Semantics (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010), 70. 
8 J. P. Louw and Eugene A. Nida, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament: Based on Semantic Domains 
(New York: United Bible Societies, 1989). 
9 J. Hoftijzer, ‘The History of the Data-Base Project’, in Studies in Ancient Hebrew Semantics, ed. T. Muraoka, 




study of the lexeme in question’.10 The structure of the project means that its focus is 
directed to the semantic (or lexical) field (or domain): 
Each of these centres [universities that participate in the project] will have 
responsibility for a lexical field or a number of lexical fields… This approach is 
preferable because the subdividing of the lexical material in this way lends 
coherence to the description and study of the individual lexemes.11 
A number of analyses have come out of this project,12 for example, James Aitken’s The 
Semantics of Blessing and Cursing in Ancient Hebrew.13 
At the turn of the twenty-first century, cognitive linguistic developments combined with 
the desire to produce a Biblical Hebrew dictionary based on semantic domains led de Blois, 
in cooperation with the United Bible Societies, to commence work on the Semantic 
Dictionary of Biblical Hebrew (SDBH).14 Many entries are now available, but the dictionary 
is still in development.15 
It is now clear that the use of linguistic theory in the study of biblical languages has come 
of age. It is increasingly common to hear discussion of the languages in the framework of 
one linguistic theory or another. Monographs applying linguistics to the study of the 
biblical languages, once few and far between, are now becoming common-place.16 With the 
application of linguistic developments to the production of dictionaries and reference 
 
 
10 J. Hoftijzer and Graham I. Davies, ‘Semantics of Ancient Hebrew Database’, 1994, 
http://www.sahd.div.ed.ac.uk/info:description. 
11 Semantics of Ancient Hebrew Database, ‘Lexeme Index’, 24 July 2017, 
http://www.sahd.div.ed.ac.uk/info:lexeme_index. 
12 Many of which are available through links on the website. Hoftijzer and Davies, ‘SAHD’. 
13 James K. Aitken, The Semantics of Blessing and Cursing in Ancient Hebrew, Ancient Near Eastern Studies 
Supplement 23 (Louvain: Peeters, 2007). Some of the SAHD studies to date are available free through the 
SAHD website. 
14 Reinier de Blois and United Bible Societies, Towards a New Dictionary of Biblical Hebrew Based on 
Semantic Domains (Woerden, The Netherlands: United Bible Societies, 2000), 
http://www.sdbh.org/documentation/Paper_SBL_2000.pdf. Since a recent site update this paper is no 
longer available from the link. 
15 United Bible Societies, ‘SDBH’, 2020, http://semanticdictionary.org/. 
16 For example, the following monographs on Ancient Hebrew semantics have been published from 2010: 
Marilyn E. Burton, The Semantics of Glory: A Cognitive, Corpus-Based Approach to Hebrew Word Meaning, 
Studia Semitica Neerlandica 68 (Leiden: Brill, 2017); Aaron J. Koller, The Semantic Field of Cutting Tools in 
Biblical Hebrew: The Interface of Philological, Semantic, and Archaeological Evidence, The Catholic Biblical 
Quarterly Monograph Series 49 (Washington, DC: The Catholic Biblical Association of America, 2012); Daniel 
Leavins, Verbs of Leading in the Hebrew Bible (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2011); Michael D. Rasmussen, 
Conceptualizing Distress in the Psalms: A Form-Critical and Cognitive Semantic Study of the 1 צרר Word Group, 
Gorgias Biblical Studies 66 (Piscataway: Gorgias Press, 2018); Stephen L. Shead, Radical Frame Semantics and 
Biblical Hebrew: Exploring Lexical Semantics, Biblical Interpretation Series 108 (Leiden: Brill, 2011); Wendy L. 
Widder, ‘To Teach’ in Ancient Israel: A Cognitive Linguistic Study of a Biblical Hebrew Lexical Set, Beihefte Zur 
Zeitschrift Für Die Alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 456 (Boston: De Gruyter, 2014); Francesco Zanella, The 





grammars,17 it is next to impossible to engage with the study of biblical languages without 
engaging (even unknowingly) with ideas drawn from linguistic theory. It is in this tradition, 
and with the goal of illuminating the Biblical text that this study into the meaning of the 
word ע  .bad)18 stands) ר 
1.2 The Semantics of ע  in Biblical Hebrew ר 
Although ע  is inevitably dealt with in the standard dictionaries, these do not provide us ר 
with a thorough understanding of the word. They tend towards ‘mere translation glosses 
(in the case of BDB and KB), or glosses supplemented with lists of systematic syntagmatic 
distribution of lexical items (in the case of Clines)’.19 These glosses provide a limited 
understanding of the words, attempting to convey in the target language (e.g. English), 
what the word means. Although the SDBH makes use of glosses, it also makes use of 
definitions and more detailed explanation of meaning, improving on the standard 
dictionaries. While this work was being carried out, ע  was not yet covered in the SDBH or ר 
by a study of a substantial corpus using similar techniques. Although it is now covered in 
the SDBH, the current work highlights some issues with the representation of ע  .there ר 
Some of these issues will be addressed in the conclusion (§5.2.2). 
The theological dictionaries come closer to describing ע  with the Theological Dictionary ,ר 
of the Old Testament being the most thorough: 
[T]he semantic spectrum of rʿʿ [רעע] and its derivatives is well defined by its 
usage…. Each of these terms covers the most varied aspects of everything not 
good or negative; they do not make a distinction between ‘bad’ and ‘evil,’ and 
so the exact meaning of rʿʿ in each instance can be determined only from 
contextual clues. Semantic foci come to light only in specific types of usage.20 
 
 
17 For example, Christo H. J. van der Merwe, Jacobus A. Naudé, and Jan H. Kroeze, BHRG, 2nd ed. (London: 
Bloomsbury, 2017). 
18 This word has been divided into adjective and noun uses (e.g. DCH). However, Miller-Naudé and Naudé 
argue that these are in fact one word, arguing that ע  ,always behaves, syntactically, like a Hebrew Adjective ר 
not a Hebrew Noun. From a semantic point of view the distinction is likely to make little difference, as can 
be seen from de Blois’s work. Cynthia L. Miller-Naudé and Jacobus A. Naudé, ‘Is the Adjective Distinct from 
the Noun as a Grammatical Category in Biblical Hebrew?’, In Die Skriflig/In Luce Verbi 50, no. 4 (25 August 
2016): 1–9; Cynthia L. Miller-Naudé and Jacobus A. Naudé, ‘A Re-Examination of Grammatical Categorization 
in Biblical Hebrew’, in From Ancient Manuscripts to Modern Dictionaries: Select Studies in Aramaic, Hebrew 
and Greek, ed. Tarsee Li and Keith D. Dyer, Perspectives on Linguistics and Ancient Languages 9 (Piscataway, 
NJ: Gorgias Press, 2017), 273–308; Reinier de Blois, Towards a New Dictionary of Biblical Hebrew Based on 
Semantic Domains (New York: United Bible Societies, 2001), 105. 
19 Christo H. J. van der Merwe, ‘Lexical Meaning in Biblical Hebrew and Cognitive Semantics: A Case Study’, 
Biblica 87, no. 1 (2006): 85. 
20 C. Dohmen and D. Rick, ‘רעע’, in TDOT, ed. G. Johannes Botterweck, Helmer Ringgren, and Heinz-Josef 




This definition from Dohmen highlights a common issue with the search for word meaning 
in Biblical Hebrew: the idea of root meaning. Dohmen appears to commit what James Barr 
called the ‘root fallacy’21 by suggesting the root conveys meaning to the terms. Words which 
share a root (a word family) share idiosyncratic, not systematic relationships with each 
other.22 Because of this, they need to be analysed as semi-independent units. Despite this, 
studies which attempt to analyse the root can still shed light on ע  itself. Dohmen’s ר 
definition is instructive in that it suggests that ע  is general in meaning, covering ר 
everything negative.  
Myhill studied ע ע from a ‘semantic primitive’ point of view. He argues that ר   forms a ר 
subjective, negative judgement of something, concluding that: ‘Something is raʿ if it causes 
a negative subjective reaction on the part of some being, and it involves seeing this raʿ thing 
from the point of view of that being.’23 Like Dohmen’s work, this study suggests that ע  may ר 
be general in meaning. However, it goes beyond Dohmen’s work by arguing that it is a 
subjective judgement; that is, something seen from a particular perspective, rather than 
being seen as ‘an inherent, objective quality of the thing’.24 
Van Steenbergen completed a worldview and semantic domain analysis of the domain of 
NEGATIVE MORAL BEHAVIOUR in Isaiah. Although limited in extent, and therefore limited in 
the generalisability of its findings, this work included the analysis of the root רעע, and 
therefore, also the adjective ע  Van Steenbergen highlighted some aspects that warrant .ר 
more careful attention. He separates the domain of NEGATIVE MORAL BEHAVIOUR into two 
subdomains: subdomain A, חטא (sin), ָעוֺן (iniquity), and פשע (transgression); and 
subdomain B, ן  wicked).25 These are linked more strongly) רשע bad), and) רעע ,(villainy) ָאוֶּ
to different worldview variables that van Steenbergen identifies. Subdomain A is more 
closely linked to Causality (relationship to the divine), but subdomain B is more closely 
 
 
21 Barr, The Semantics of Biblical Language, 100; James Barr, ‘Did Isaiah Know about Hebrew “Root 
Meanings”?’, Expository Times LXXV (1964): 242. But see Sawyer who argues that the root may have some, 
more nuanced, role in meaning. Sawyer, ‘Root-Meanings in Hebrew’. 
22 Although Cruse illustrates this with the example of ‘cook’ in English, the essential insight concerning 
derivational relations can be seen in Hebrew too (such as in Sawyer’s analysis and Verheij’s analysis of the 
binyanim in general). Alan Cruse, Meaning in Language: An Introduction to Semantics and Pragmatics, 3rd 
ed., Oxford Textbooks in Linguistics (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013), 133–34; Sawyer, ‘Root-Meanings 
in Hebrew’; Arian J. C. Verheij, Bits, Bytes, and Binyanim: A Quantitative Study of Verbal Lexeme Formations in 
the Hebrew Bible, Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 93 (Leuven: Uitgeverij Peeters en Departement Oosterse 
Studies, 2000). 
23 John Myhill, ‘Subjective Hebrew Raʿ and Objective English Evil: A Semantic Analysis’, Humanities: 
Christianity and Culture 28, no. 1 (1997): 5. 
24 Myhill, 1–2. 




linked to Self-Other (relationship between humans).26 He also attempts definitions of the 
various terms/roots with that for רעע being: ‘A deliberate form of negative moral behaviour 
of various degrees of specificity, regularly associated with active involvement in specific 
kinds of unacceptable behaviour.’27 
Van Steenbergen’s findings are of great interest. Although the study is limited in scope and 
relies on analysis of roots, his findings challenge the descriptions of Dohmen and Myhill. 
His analysis from the perspective of semantic domains and worldview is particularly 
valuable. Unfortunately his analysis is limited to the book of Isaiah and so may be less 
reliable.28  
In my Master’s thesis from 2016, I sought to delimit the semantic domain of רעע. This work 
relied, like Dohmen and van Steenbergen, on analysis of roots. It was also limited to the 
Latter Prophets. However, it did highlight a number of links between the רעע word family 
and the terms ַב רֶּ  famine) which deserve further investigation.29) ָרָעב sword) and) חֶּ
The current work on ע ע will draw on lexical and cognitive semantic theory to analyse ר   .ר 
An initial question arises from the findings of Dohmen, and Myhill: to what extent may ע  ר 
be considered a general term? The analysis will seek to draw attention to the domains of 
operation of ע  as well as how it functions in some of these domains. While a complete ר 
study of ע  and its domains is beyond the scope of this work, it will present a more accurate ר 
picture of the meaning and use of ע  .ר 
1.3 Ancient Hebrew: Corpus and Confounds30 
The reader will notice that I have moved from discussing Biblical Hebrew to Ancient 
Hebrew. In moving towards a thorough linguistic analysis of the words of interest, we must 
consider what the appropriate corpus of investigation will be. Biblical Hebrew is not a 
language in itself, but a portion of Ancient Hebrew more generally. As such, regardless of 
 
 
26 Gerrit Jan van Steenbergen, Semantics, World View and Bible Translation: An Integrated Analysis of a 
Selection of Hebrew Lexical Items Referring to Negative Moral Behaviour in the Book of Isaiah (Stellenbosch: 
Sun Press, 2006), 157. 
27 Van Steenbergen, 186. 
28 Due to the low sample size there is an increased likelihood of artefacts of analysis. 
29 Philip D. Foster, ‘A Delimitation of the Semantic Field of רעע in the Latter Prophets’ (MDiv, Melbourne 
School of Theology, 2016, 60. 
https://www.academia.edu/27907405/Masters_Project_A_Delimitation_of_the_Semantic_Field_of_רעע_in_
the_Latter_Prophets. 




whether our object is to understand the ancient language or the canonical language, an 
analysis of Ancient Hebrew in general is appropriate.31  
There are a number of factors which can confound the semantic analysis of Ancient 
Hebrew. Before I discuss confounding factors, I will discuss the texts that are included in 
the Ancient Hebrew corpus (§1.3.1). I will then discuss the confounding factors and argue 
that although uncertainty is introduced into linguistic analysis through the sources of 
variation this does not eliminate the possibility of meaningful analysis (§1.3.2).  
1.3.1 The Corpus of Ancient Hebrew 
The earliest attestations of the Hebrew language occur with the abecedaries found at ʿIzbet 
Sartah (1200-1000 BCE) and Tel Zayit (1000-900 BCE), and the Gezer Calendar (1000-900 
BCE).32 There is a significant, although small amount, of extra-biblical Hebrew attested from 
such sources prior to 25o BCE.33 Although the biblical text was written much earlier, the 
earliest extant writings come from 250 BCE, from the Qumran texts. The main biblical 
manuscript used is the Leningrad Codex (1000 CE) which is considered to be a more or less 
faithful representation of the textual tradition designated ‘Masoretic’ (MT). The Qumran 
and Judean Desert texts contain writings from 250 BCE to the Bar Kochba period (132-135 
CE).34 However, as with the biblical texts, this does not necessarily represent when the 
extant Hebrew was composed as many manuscripts show signs of being copies of even 
earlier manuscripts. Mishnaic Hebrew is generally considered to be later Hebrew; however, 
more on that below. 
The corpus of Ancient Hebrew has been described in varying ways. Clines defines the 
corpus as ‘all kinds of Hebrew from the period prior to about 200 CE, that is, earlier than 
the Hebrew of the Mishnah.’35 This definition is generally accepted.36 Thus under this 
definition, the various corpora of texts included in the Ancient Hebrew corpus are: Biblical 
Hebrew; Ancient Hebrew Inscriptions; Qumran manuscripts (biblical texts, and sectarian 
 
 
31 Especially due to the relatively small corpus size. To exclude any part of Ancient Hebrew “would be to limit 
the linguistic evidence in a field where the material is already and inevitably highly delimited.” Aitken, 
Semantics of Blessing and Cursing, 23. 
32 Ian Young, Robert Rezetko, and Martin Ehrensvärd, Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts, vol. 1 (London: 
Equinox Pub, 2008), 6–7. 
33 Graham I. Davies, Ancient Hebrew Inscriptions: Corpus and Concordance, vol. 1, 2 vols (Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, 1991). 
34 Emanuel Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, 3rd ed. (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress, 2012), 99; Uri Mor, 
‘Bar Kokhba Documents’, in Encyclopedia of Hebrew Language and Linguistics, ed. Geoffrey Khan (Leiden: 
Brill, 2013). 
35 David J. A. Clines, DCH, vol. 1 (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993), 14. 
36 For example Aitken, Semantics of Blessing and Cursing, 23; but see Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvärd who 
present a table that excludes post-Biblical, pre-mishnaic texts from Ancient Hebrew while noting that 




and non-sectarian texts);37 and other manuscripts from the Judean Desert up to and 
including the Bar Kochba period.38 
As hinted at above, the corpus of Biblical texts requires further clarification. This selection 
is not limited to a single canonical version of the text. The practice of textual criticism has 
uncovered the existence of variant literary editions of biblical texts, all of which need to be 
considered as valid forms of Ancient Hebrew (§1.3.1.1). In addition to this, the definition of 
Ancient Hebrew is problematic with regards to Mishnaic Hebrew. Mishnaic Hebrew 
existed prior to 200 CE, and could be considered a distinct dialect of Ancient Hebrew 
(§1.3.1.2). 
1.3.1.1 Alternative Versions of Biblical Manuscripts as Examples of Ancient Hebrew 
With the discovery of many ancient manuscripts of the Hebrew Scriptures in the Judean 
desert, it has become apparent that there are more textual traditions than those found in 
the Masoretic Text (MT), Old Greek (OG), and Samaritan Pentateuch (SP). In response to the 
analysis of discovered texts, Emmanuel Tov has formulated a theory of textual plurality in 
Ancient Israel where many textual traditions abounded. 
The discovery of the Leviticus scroll was coincidental, just as the preservation 
of 𝔊 [OG] and ⅏ [SP] alongside 𝔐 [MT] was a matter of textual coincidence. 
Therefore, it would not be logical to assume that only four early texts existed 
for the book of Leviticus. Rather, one has to think in terms of a large number 
of such texts that related to each other in the same manner as the four that are 
known. In other books, one also discerns more than just two or three texts…. 
Therefore, 𝔐, 𝔊, ⅏, which were often described as the three central witnesses 
of the biblical text, actually reflect only three of a much larger number of 
ancient texts. This assumed textual plurality is illustrated by the different 
groups of texts found at Qumran.39 
The implication of this for the analysis of Ancient Hebrew is that we cannot rely on text 
critical judgements to reach a text for analysis. Rather, textual plurality implies many 
similar but different variants of the text which may or may not have linguistic corruptions. 
Textual variation does not imply linguistic corruption and so all instances of the text need 
to be examined on their own merits. In practice there is likely to be only a small number of 
syntactic/semantic linguistic variations which need separate analysis because the 
 
 
37 See Dimant for divisions within Qumran texts. Devorah Dimant, ‘The Qumran Manuscripts: Contents and 
Significance’, in Time to Prepare the Way in the Wilderness: Papers on the Qumran Scrolls by Fellows of the 
Institute for Advanced Studies of the Hebrew University, Jerusalem, 1989-1990, ed. Devorah Dimant and 
Lawrence H. Schiffman, Studies on the Texts of the Desert of Judah 16 (Leiden: Brill, 1995), 23–58; Devorah 
Dimant, ‘Sectarian and Non-Sectarian Texts from Qumran: The Pertinence and Usage of a Taxonomy’, Revue 
de Qumrân 24, no. 1 (2009): 7–18. 
38 Aitken, Semantics of Blessing and Cursing, 23–24. 




similarities between texts are greater than the differences and only a very small proportion 
of the total text includes the words under investigation. 
Isaiah 45:7b is a prime example of a text that requires a dual analysis. It also illustrates an 
additional issue: Text group variation is not the only source of textual variation. 1QIsaa 
XXXVIII, 13a (Isa. 45:7b) is clearly well-formed Ancient Hebrew text, and 1QIsaa is generally 
regarded as proto-Masoretic,40 but the context contains a difference from the MT that is 
semantically important41: It is constructed using the antonym טֹוב (good) rather than ָשַלֹוַם 
(peace). 
1.1. 1QIsaa XXXVIII, 13a 
רעובורהַטובַעושהַ  
 [I] make [what is] good and create [what is] bad… 
1.2. Isaiah 45:7b 
הַ ֶ֥ אַָש֖לֹוםַעֹשֶּ עּו֣בֹורֵׁ ָרָ֑  
 [I] make peace and create [what is] bad… 
This contextual variation has the potential to determine the nuance of the adjective ַ ער   
such that it takes on a different meaning.42 
Textual variants may also exist which lead to the analysis of a portion of text that would 
not be analysed otherwise. 4Q27 20-22,29b contains a fragmentary variant reading of 
Numbers 22:32b. Here we find a use of the feminine form of the adjective ע  that does not ר 




40 The scribe is considered somewhat careless, most differences from the Masoretic text are of orthography 
and morphology. However, there are a number of other changes present that may be the result of conscious 
changes to the text. Tov, 105, 137, 256.  
41 Note that there are a number of orthographic differences; however, these are purely orthographic 
differences and unimportant for a semantic analysis. Most of these differences are due to the introduction of 
a vowel letter. However, one is due to the loss of the aleph because of the preceding vowel ‘a III-aleph verb is 
rarely found marked with a final heh, as in וירה “he feared” (4Q381 50, 4) for *וירא”’. Eric D. Reymond, Qumran 
Hebrew: An Overview of Orthography, Phonology, and Morphology, Resources for Biblical Study 76 (Atlanta: 
Society of Biblical Literature, 2013), 86. 
42 For example, Moshavi presents the case of ביקש in Biblical Hebrew which shows some variation of meaning 
depending on the antonyms in use. Adina Moshavi, ‘ ַפוליסמיוַתַַמיליםַַלביןַַמכלילוַתַַמיליםַַביןַַלהבחיןַַכיצד
"ביקשַ"ַבפועַלַעיוַן:ַהמקראַשַלַבעברית ’, סוַַולשוננַ ,ַno. ב-א , (2004): 36, 46. See Borochovsky for an example of 
contextual variation of meaning in Modern Hebrew. Esther Borochovsky Bar Aba, ‘ :ַהפועלַבמשמעותַגוונים
ופוליסמיהַהקשריתַתמשמעַו,ַכלליתַמשמעות סחלשוננוַ ,’ , no. ב-ַא , (2006): 113-14 
43 It also does not appear in any other source. 4Q27 appears closest in textual character to the Samaritan 
Pentateuch, but has a number of unique variants. Eugene C. Ulrich et al., eds., Qumran Cave 4: Genesis to 
Numbers, Discoveries in the Judaean Desert 12 (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994), 213–15. Using the same letters 
as 4Q27 (but in a different order) the Samaritan Pentateuch appears to record the verb ע ר   (to do/make bad) הֵׁ




1.3. 4Q27 20-22,29b 
הדרךַלנגדַירעהַכיאַ  
because [your] way is bad before me. 
1.4. Numbers 22:32b 
י־ ִֽ טכִּ ֶ֥ ַיַָיר  ִֽ דִּ גְּ נֶּ ְךַלְּ רֶּ ֖ דֶּ ה   
because [your] way is slippery44 before me. 
The fragmentary nature of 4Q27 20-22 does not necessitate eliminating this occurrence 
from the analysis. One very good reason for analysing it is that the clause within which it 
sits is entirely complete. However, because parts of the context are fragmentary it is 
difficult to see how the term functions within the wider discourse of 4Q27. To some degree 
we can rely on the readings of other versions of Numbers 22 for the wider context as it is 
unlikely the discourse context would vary much even if individual words do. This allows 
some measure of contextual judgement to be made. 
It should be noted here that alternate versions of the biblical text may be found in writings 
that are not designated ‘biblical’. The ‘biblical’ designation of Qumran texts simply refers 
to those which are copies of now canonical texts. The commentaries of Qumran (e.g. the 
Habakkuk Pesher) reproduce large portions of biblical text, but are considered non-biblical 
texts themselves.45 In my analysis, any reproduction of biblical text (whether as a quote or 
as a whole or partial manuscript) is treated as biblical text (although where it is a quote, 
features from outside the quote may be relevant to the linguistic analysis).46 
1.3.1.2 Mishnaic Hebrew 
Although Mishnaic Hebrew is not considered part of the Ancient Hebrew corpus, it is 
considered to have coexisted as a dialect of spoken Hebrew during the Second Temple 
period and possibly before.47 There are a number of clear cases of Mishnaic Hebrew forms 
appearing in Biblical Hebrew: 
Cases … may be found in the biblical texts from the end of the First Temple 
period onwards, but especially in the post-exilic period. They attest the 
existence of a Hebrew dialect which was gaining currency towards the end of 
 
 
44 This word has translation difficulties. I accept the suggestion in HALOT. 
45 John Starr has a helpful discussion concerning the classification of Qumran texts. John M. Starr, Classifying 
the Aramaic Texts from Qumran: A Statistical Analysis of Linguistic Features, (London: T&T Clark, 2017), 3–9. 
46 This same procedure applies in the case of any manuscripts identified as probable copies of a common 
source. For example, 1Q28 (1QS) has a number of recensions. 4Q258 I,1 contains a variant recension of 1Q28 
V,1 which contains significant syntactic/semantic differences and so both are analysed. In contrast, 4Q260 
IV,4-5 has a clause containing ע  which appears to be an identical reading of 1Q28 X,17-18. This is analysed ר 
once. 
47 Moshe Bar-Asher, ‘Mishnaic Hebrew: An Introductory Survey’, Hebrew Studies 40 (1999): 118; Miguel Pérez 




the biblical period but was to become a written language only after several 
centuries had passed.48 
Written Mishnaic Hebrew can be divided into two main portions: the Tannaim, and the 
Amoraim. The Amoraim was formed from ‘the end of the third century down to about 500 
CE’ during a period when the spoken language was most likely Aramaic.49 The Tannaitic 
literature (the Mishnah, the Tosefta, the halachic midrashim and Seder ‘Olam Rabba, 70-
200 CE50) was earlier and represents ‘living speech current in various regions of Palestine’51 
prior to 200 CE. Furthermore, although not Mishnaic Hebrew, some Qumran documents 
(the Copper Scroll and 4QMMT) and the Bar Kochba letters demonstrate numerous 
Mishnaic Hebrew forms.52 
Gad Sarfatti has demonstrated that the Tannaitic literature can provide valuable 
information for studying the semantics of ‘Ancient Hebrew’.53 This is really unsurprising. If 
comparative Semitics can be useful for illuminating Ancient Hebrew then surely a Hebrew 
dialect which overlaps in time with ‘Ancient Hebrew’ is all the more so. As such, Mishnaic 
Hebrew, often representative of speech prior to 200 CE, can be included in the corpus of 
investigation for the current study.54 
1.3.1.3 Summary of Corpora 
In summary, the biblical portion of the Ancient Hebrew corpus may at times contain 
multiple versions which require separate semantic analyses. Furthermore, previous 
designations of Ancient Hebrew have made what seems a somewhat artificial and 
problematic dividing line for the Ancient Hebrew corpus which ‘eliminates’ Mishnaic 
 
 
48 Bar-Asher, ‘Mishnaic Hebrew’, 119; see also Pérez Fernández, An Introductory Grammar of Rabbinic Hebrew, 
9–10. 
49 Bar-Asher, ‘Mishnaic Hebrew’, 116. 
50 Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvärd, Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts, 2008, 1:7. 
51 Bar-Asher, ‘Mishnaic Hebrew’, 116. 
52 Dimant states that 4QMMT is Mishnaic Hebrew, whereas Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvärd are more 
cautious. Settling the case, Qimron has shown that Dead Sea Scrolls Hebrew forms at least one distinct dialect 
of Hebrew which does not represent a linear development from Biblical to Mishnaic Hebrew. Furthermore, 
4QMMT is distinctly this form of Hebrew. Dimant, ‘Sectarian and Non-Sectarian Texts from Qumran: The 
Pertinence and Usage of a Taxonomy’, 12; Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvärd, Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts, 
2008, 1:237; Elisha Qimron, A Grammar of the Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls (Jerusalem: Yad Yizhak Ben-Zvi, 
2018), 42. 
53 Young, Rezetko and Ehrensvärd also argue this. See Gad B. Sarfatti, ‘Mishnaic Vocabulary and Mishnaic 
Literature as Tools for the Study of Biblical Semantics’, in Studies in Ancient Hebrew Semantics, ed. T. 
Muraoka, Abr-Nahrain 4 (Louvain: Peeters Press, 1995), 33–48; Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvärd, Linguistic 
Dating of Biblical Texts, 2008, 1:248. 
54 Although the Amoraic literature may also be very valuable for the study of Ancient Hebrew and may not 
vary greatly from the Tannaitic literature, it does come from a later stage of the language when Mishnaic 
Hebrew was not ‘living speech’. Inclusion would mean the need to take account of confounds related to this. 




Hebrew. Because Mishnaic Hebrew is represented in the period in question, and because 
there are cases of the biblical and Qumran texts using Mishnaic Hebrew forms such that 
there is some overlap between the represented dialects, pre-200 CE Mishnaic Hebrew could 
be included in the diverse corpus of Ancient Hebrew (although the standard vocabulary of 
Ancient and Mishnaic Hebrew is maintained). 
Despite the study being, in theory, extended to all Tannaitic literature, a pragmatic factor 
not mentioned above is the availability of texts as morphologically tagged electronic 
corpora. Due to time limitations the current study is limited to those texts which are 
available as morphologically tagged electronic documents in Accordance bible software.55 
Only one portion of the Tannaitic literature is currently available in this form: the Mishnah. 
As such, from the Tannaitic literature, only the Mishnah is included.56 
1.3.2 Confounding Factors in the Semantic Analysis of Ancient Hebrew 
There are a number of factors which can confound semantic analysis of Ancient Hebrew. 
These include linguistic factors such as diachrony, genre, poetry/prose, dialects, sources, 
discourse/narrative.57 Human error in text transmission and analysis of texts should also 
be acknowledged. 
Additionally, there may be limits to the applicability of studies due to the limited corpus 
size from which to analyse Ancient Hebrew.58 A small corpus means that certain types of 
analysis have limited applicability.59 That is, we cannot be sure if conclusions based on the 
 
 
55 Oaktree Software, ‘Accordance - Bible Software for Mac, Windows, iPad and iPhone’, 2018, 
https://www.accordancebible.com/. 
56 The tagged manuscript is the Kaufmann manuscript. This is compared at times to the untagged Eshkol 
manuscript. 
57 T. Muraoka, ‘A New Dictionary of Classical Hebrew’, in Studies in Ancient Hebrew Semantics, ed. T. Muraoka, 
Abr-Nahrain 4 (Louvain, Belgium: Peeters Press, 1995), 98. 
58 Clines estimates a corpus size of around 353,396 words (this estimate excludes Tannaitic literature as seen 
in his definition of the corpus presented in §1.3.1). DCH, 1:28. Of particular note is that some very common 
Hebrew words never feature in Biblical Hebrew, or they only feature very rarely. James Barr, Biblical Words 
for Time, 2nd ed. (London: SCM Press, 1969), 107. 
59 For example, verb valency analysis. (Verb valency refers to the number and type of phrases that are required 
by a particular verb for a well-formed construction.) In his paper on valency analysis, Forbes refers to an 
article on studying valency in English corpora which says “the BNC [British National Corpus] contains only 
100 million words”. In comparison, Biblical Hebrew has around 300,000 words. See Francis I. Andersen and 
A. Dean Forbes, Biblical Hebrew Grammar Visualized (Winona Lake, Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 2012), 167–68; A. Dean 
Forbes, ‘The Proper Role of Valency in Biblical Hebrew Studies’, in Contemporary Examinations of Classical 
Languages (Hebrew, Aramaic, Syriac, and Greek): Valency, Lexicography, Grammar, and Manuscripts, ed. 
Timothy Martin Lewis, Alison Salvesen, and Beryl Turner, Perspectives on Linguistics and Ancient Languages 
8 (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2016), 105; Steven T. Piantadosi, Harry Tily, and Edward Gibson, ‘Word 
Lengths Are Optimized for Efficient Communication’, Proceedings of the National Academy of Sciencesa 108, 




data represent the semantic structure of Ancient Hebrew or are simply the result of an 
inadequate sample. 
I will first discuss the factors of diachrony and dialects (§1.3.2.1), and then move on to what 
can be known from the corpus we have, taking into account the limitations of corpus size 
(§1.3.2.2). 
1.3.2.1 Diachrony and Dialects 
There has been much recent discussion of diachronic and dialectic variation in specifically 
Biblical Hebrew. Therefore, much of this section will be a discussion on variation present 
in Biblical Hebrew. 
1.3.2.1.1 Biblical Hebrew 
It is generally accepted that both diachronic and dialectic variation are present in Biblical 
Hebrew. However, how much weight to place on each source of variation is debated. The 
standard view of diachrony in Biblical Hebrew has been that there is clear development 
from Early Biblical Hebrew (EBH) to Late Biblical Hebrew (LBH), the exile marking the 
transition period.60 One of the most prominent voices arguing for a clear division is Avi 
Hurvitz: 
Yet, despite its seemingly uniform façade, beneath the surface BH exhibits a 
remarkable diversity of styles and plurality of linguistic traditions extending 
over some one thousand years…. Most significant are the differences 
observable between Classical BH (= CBH [SBH]), which reflects pre-Exilic times, 
and Late BH (= LBH), which displays numerous post-Classical neologisms 
unattested in the early sources.61 
Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvärd have argued against this clear distinction between EBH 
(Hurvitz’s CBH) and LBH. After an extensive study they conclude that ‘These two general 
language types, EBH and LBH, are best taken as representing two tendencies among scribes 
of the biblical period: conservative and non-conservative.’62 Their theory is that Biblical 
Hebrew represents multiple dialects each undergoing diachronic developments: ‘If 




60 Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvärd, Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts, 2008, 1:10. 
61 Avi Hurvitz, A Concise Lexicon of Late Biblical Hebrew: Linguistic Innovations in the Writings of the Second 
Temple Period, Supplements to Vetus Testamentum 160 (Boston: Brill, 2014), 1. 
62 Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvärd, Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts, 2008, 1:361; see both volumes for their 
entire argument. Young, Rezetko, and Ehrensvärd, Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts, 2008; Ian Young, Robert 
Rezetko, and Martin Ehrensvärd, Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts, vol. 2, 2 vols (London: Equinox Pub, 2008). 
63 Robert Rezetko and Ian Young, Historical Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew: Steps toward an Integrated 




In response, Dean Forbes has demonstrated that the analysis of Young, Rezetko, and 
Ehrensvärd’s was statistically unsound.64 However, Forbes does challenge that the EBH-LBH 
distinction needs to have a greater evidential basis: ‘Assertions in the literature regarding 
the increased or decreased attestation of features in Late Biblical Hebrew as opposed to 
Early Biblical Hebrew are too often based on impressions rather than hard evidence.’65  
In order to provide an approach using hard evidence, Forbes examines other possible 
sources of variation: ‘In focusing on text dating, one must also take into account other 
possibly active variables such as authorship, dialect, source, style, and text type.’66 In 
addition to these sources of variation are additional factors which Forbes draws out. These 
factors are described as noise effects and include: text transmission noise, feature noise, and 
class noise.67 
Text-transmission noise refers to how the text has been altered (inadvertently or 
intentionally) during transmission. Feature noise refers to inconsistency introduced 
through human analysis. The feature refers to any linguistic feature that is being analysed, 
such as a syntactic or semantic feature, phrase or clause type.68 ‘Differing feature tallies may 
result from feature noise produced by inconsistent mark-up.’69 Class noise refers to how 
texts are selected for comparison. If certain texts are selected as examples of Late Biblical 
Hebrew, but some are actually not, then the data is contaminated: ‘This contamination can 
lead to faulty inferences.’70 
In addition to these factors, an analysis of diachrony in Biblical Hebrew needs to take into 
account dialects, oral versus written sources, as well as other sociolinguistic factors.71 
Concluding his 2017 work on diachrony, Forbes writes: 
 
 
64 Forbes examines their work from a statistical point of view. A. Dean Forbes, ‘The Diachrony Debate: 
Perspectives from Pattern Recognition and Meta-Analysis’, Hebrew Studies 53 (1 January 2012): 7–42; for other 
responses to their work see Cynthia L. Miller and Ziony Zevit, eds., Diachrony in Biblical Hebrew, Linguistic 
Studies in Ancient West Semitic 8 (Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2012). 
65 Forbes, ‘The Diachrony Debate’, 41. 
66 Forbes, 40. 
67 Forbes, 11–12. 
68 An example of feature noise may be seen in Genesis 2:9, where the noun ַת ע   knowledge) is incorrectly) ד 
marked as being in construct form when it is actually a verbal noun which governs the following words. GKC, 
§115d. 
69 Forbes, ‘The Diachrony Debate’, 12. 
70 Forbes, 12. 
71 A. Dean Forbes, ‘On Dating Biblical Hebrew Texts: Sources of Uncertainty / Analytic Options’, in From 
Ancient Manuscripts to Modern Dictionaries: Select Studies in Aramaic, Hebrew and Greek, ed. Tarsee Li and 
Keith D. Dyer, Perspectives on Linguistics and Ancient Languages 9 (Piscataway, NJ: Gorgias Press, 2017), 
266–67. Forbes refers to the works of Polak, Rendsburg, and Kim in reference to these factors. See Frank 
Polak, ‘Sociolinguistics: A Key to the Typology and the Social Background of Biblical Hebrew’, Hebrew Studies 




Sensitive to the sources of uncertainty discussed earlier and aware of the many 
options presented, definition of research protocols remains to be done, as does 
the assessment of each protocol’s relative likelihood of success. Protocols 
having the greatest promise should be implemented. I hope to cover these 
topics in future work.72 
From this conclusion we can see that there is still much work to be done before any firm 
grasp on diachronic variation can be reached.73 
1.3.2.1.2 Ancient Hebrew 
The state of the research on Biblical Hebrew is indicative of the lack of certainty 
surrounding a diachronic and dialectic description of Ancient Hebrew more generally. 
Moshe Bar-Asher, in discussing the position of the Hebrew of Ben Sira and Qumran in 
relation to Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew, writes: 
it is not possible to draw a line that runs through the strata of BH, through the 
Hebrew of Ben Sira and Qumran, and into MH; there are cases in which instead 
we must reconstruct parallel lines dividing between different dialects of one 
language, each going in its own direction.74 
1.3.2.2 Analysis Under Sub-Optimal Conditions: Corpus Size and Linguistic Variation 
Given the size of the corpus, and the sources of variation, how can one hope to know 
anything about Ancient Hebrew? Zatelli and others have sought to address the issues of 
variation in semantic analysis through the use of functional language distinctions.75 A 
functional language is a portion language which is ‘unitary from the chronological, 




Orient XXXVIII (2003): 5–35; Dong-Hyuk Kim, Early Biblical Hebrew, Late Biblical Hebrew, and Linguistic 
Variability: A Sociolinguistic Evaluation of the Linguistic Dating of Biblical Texts, Supplements to Vetus 
Testamentum, volume 156 (Leiden: Brill, 2013). 
72 Forbes, ‘On Dating Biblical Hebrew Texts’, 269. 
73 Ronald Hendel and Jan Joosten published a substantial work during the writing of this current work. They 
accept the existence of dialects and literary styles as confounds, but find evidence for three main phases or 
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74 Moshe Bar-Asher, Studies in Classical Hebrew, ed. Aaron J. Koller, Studia Judaica, Forschungen Zur 
Wissenschaft Des Judentums 71 (Berlin: De Gruyter, 2014), 150. 
75 Ida Zatelli, ‘Functional Languages and Their Importance’, in Studies in Ancient Hebrew Semantics, ed. T. 
Muraoka, Abr-Nahrain 4 (Louvain, Belgium: Peeters Press, 1995), 55–64. 
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Zanella divides the Ancient Hebrew corpus into twelve functional languages.77 He uses 
these twelve classes to analyse the nouns for ‘gift’ in Ancient Hebrew. However, in creating 
so many sub-corpora within the data he multiplies the problem of insufficient data.78 In his 
divisions he also increases the effects of noise by having a system that relies on debated 
divisions. Disregarding the issue of corpus size, the state of the research simply does not 
yet seem to warrant any clear diachronic or dialectic boundary placement between Biblical 
texts. 
Ruling out such approaches that divide the text further means an analysis which must be 
cognizant of the presence of confounding factors. It also means the need for methods 
which do not require rigid diachronic and dialectic divisions, but are attentive to the 
presence of such features. It means any analysis is tentative in nature and aware of its 
limitations. It means opening the analysis to every possible example of Ancient Hebrew 
and allowing the possibility of gleaning meaningful information from a separate dialect of 
the Hebrew language (Mishnaic Hebrew). We must affirm with Burton that while it would 
be preferable to be able to analyse each language type on its own, in practice ‘the 
boundaries of such corpora are impossible to identify with confidence, and even were they 
identifiable the corpora so defined would be too limited and fragmentary to provide us 
with meaningful data.’79 
1.4 Linguistic Analysis of Ancient Hebrew 
For purposes of studying language as part of cognition, an expression’s 
meaning is first and foremost its meaning for a single (representative) 
speaker… An individual’s notion of what an expression means develops 
through communicative interaction and includes an assessment of its degree 
of conventionality in the speech community.80 
Methods of analysis appropriate to the corpus of Ancient and Mishnaic Hebrew can be 
found in the field of Cognitive Semantics. Such a field does not require clear boundaries to 
be set between parts of a language. In a cognitive description of language, language is 
always changing and developing. Inevitably this means that in synchronic snapshots of 
language, word meanings and linguistic structures display fuzzy boundaries (or 
prototypicality features)81 which would be expected from a system in flux.  
 
 
77 Zanella, The Lexical Field of the Substantives of ‘Gift’ in Ancient Hebrew, 34. 
78 That is, his corpora have such small sample sizes that there are often very few (i.e. less than 5) occurrences 
of particular words in each corpus. Conclusions from such small usage samples are suspect. 
79 Burton, The Semantics of Glory, 39. 
80 Ronald W. Langacker, Cognitive Grammar: A Basic Introduction (New York: Oxford University Press, 2008), 
30. 




In the field of Cognitive Semantics the linguistic system is considered part of a larger 
cognitive system that involves culture and worldview as well as basic perception.82 It is in 
this vein that van Wolde writes near the beginning of her 2009 work Reframing Biblical 
Studies: 
I intend to prove that it is possible for biblical scholarship to study meaning as 
‘emergent reality,’ which on the one hand arises from linguistic, logical, and 
literary structures, from experience and perception-based cognitions, and 
from cultural- and context-bound routines; and on the other hand constitutes 
a new reality of its own.83 
Reinier de Blois’s SDBH works from a cognitive semantic viewpoint. His framework 
contains a number of useful features for describing the Ancient and Mishnaic Hebrew 
corpus. The most attractive of these features is his distinction between lexical semantic 
domains and contextual semantic domains. These domains are integrally related to 
cognitive categories and cognitive context respectively (see §§1.4.1.1-1.4.1.2 and §1.4.2).84 
Another useful feature is his use of frame theory in describing the lexical semantic 
domains. However, while his framework is helpful, aspects of it have been found wanting. 
Bosman, in her study of lexemes of AFFECTION, found the framework unwieldy at times. She 
found a simpler framework to be more helpful in her study of AFFECTION.85 
An additional critique concerns the diachronic nature of the Biblical Hebrew corpus. I 
argued for the need to study Ancient and Mishnaic Hebrew as a whole with an eye to its 
diachronic nature. The SDBH is unfortunately limited to the biblical texts. It also takes a 
synchronic approach: ‘A dictionary based on semantic domains, however, is structured in 
such a way that there is not much room for such a diachronic approach.’86 At times a word’s 
meaning may be disambiguated through attention to diachronic semantic change. While 
arriving at a sure timeline of development of Biblical Hebrew within the Hebrew language 
may be impossible with the extant texts, allowing space for diachronic (not to mention 
dialectic) analysis could add weight to a particular interpretation over another.87 
Therefore, while presenting certain aspects of de Blois’ theory here, my analysis will does 
not strictly adhere to his framework. Instead, his description of cognitive semantic theory 
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83 Ellen J. van Wolde, Reframing Biblical Studies: When Language and Text Meet Culture, Cognition, and Context 
(Winona Lake, IN: Eisenbrauns, 2009), 20–21. 
84 De Blois, Towards a New Dictionary of Biblical Hebrew Based on Semantic Domains, 26. 
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emphasise certain features. See Tiana Bosman, ‘Biblical Hebrew Lexicology and Cognitive Semantics: A Study 
of Lexemes of Affection’ (PhD, University of Stellenbosch, 2011), 116–19. 
86 De Blois, Towards a New Dictionary of Biblical Hebrew Based on Semantic Domains, 10. 
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is used to provide the reader with an understanding of the base on which this work builds. 
In application of methodology, I will maintain some fluidity, maintaining general 
principles of cognitive semantic theories rather than conforming rigidly to a particular 
framework. In doing so I draw insights from a variety of linguistic theories88 as well as 
disciplines offering insights into world-knowledge (such as anthropology). 
I will first briefly cover three concepts from Cognitive Linguistics highlighted by de Blois 
(cognitive categories and context, and metaphor/metonymy; §1.4.1). This is followed by 
elements of Frame Semantics drawn from both de Blois and FrameNet (§1.4.2). I also draw 
on some cognitive semantic discussion of adjectives and their modification of attributes 
(§1.4.3). Finally, pathways of lexical semantic change identified in linguistic literature are 
highlighted (§1.4.4).89 
1.4.1 Three Cognitive Linguistic Concepts 
De Blois builds on cognitive linguistic research on cognitive categories, cognitive context, 
and metaphor, metonymy, and mappings. These contain many variations in the linguistic 
literature. However, the general concepts are of importance in a cognitive semantic 
analysis of language. 
1.4.1.1 Cognitive Categories 
Cognitive categories refer to the categorical groupings within which humans think. This 
does not lead to a universal categorisation. Rather, classifications are intricately related to 
the ‘system of experiences, beliefs, and practices of a particular social or ethnic group.’90 
In addition to their dependency on worldview, cognitive categories contain prototype 
structures. This is such that there are typical and atypical members of a category.91  
Categories contain sets of attributes which the speakers of a language consider important 
to the category. For a bird, attributes may include: ‘(1) it has two wings, (2) it has two legs, 
(3) it can fly, (4) it has a beak, (5) feathers, and (6) it lays eggs.’92 Members of a category 
 
 
88 So the reader will see that, at various points throughout this work, reference is made to a variety of linguistic 
theories. 
89 Although semantic change in ע  is ultimately not detected, it was considered as a possible factor in each ר 
stage of analysis. 
90 De Blois demonstrates this with an example of categorisation by the Osage Indians. See de Blois, Towards 
a New Dictionary of Biblical Hebrew Based on Semantic Domains, 22; de Blois’ example is drawn from Lévi-
Strauss who draws from La Flesche on the Osage, see Claude Lévi-Strauss, The Savage Mind, trans. George 
Weidenfeld (Hertfordshire, UK: The Garden City Press, 1966), 59. 
91 In the modern category of birds, a well-trodden example of an a-typical bird is the penguin. 




need not share all attributes. Atypical members are expected to share less attributes than 
typical ones.93 
Lastly, the cognitive categories have fuzzy boundaries. Objects may be members of 
multiple categories and be a typical member of one category, but an atypical member of 
another.94 
1.4.1.2 Cognitive Context 
The cognitive context is from a discourse perspective, the ‘situation in which an utterance 
is embedded’ and from a cognitive perspective, a ‘mental phenomenon.’95 
The boy was building a sandcastle with his bucket and his spade. 
In this example, four objects are interacting with each other: a boy, a 
sandcastle, etc. This interaction is often referred to as a situation. In certain 
cultures this is a common sight…. An utterance like this conjures up a mental 
image in the mind of the hearer: a cognitive representation of building a 
sandcastle. Ungerer and Schmid (1996:47) call this context.96 
In addition to this, certain contexts are cognitively related to others, such that these also 
come to mind. The set of contexts are referred to as a cognitive model.97 
1.4.1.3 Metaphor, Metonymy, and Mappings 
In essence, certain concepts are borrowed from one domain of language to help explain 
another concept. Lakoff and Johnson provide the following example: 
theories (and arguments) are buildings 
Is that the foundation for your theory? The theory needs more support. The 
argument is shaky. We need some more facts or the argument will fall apart. 
We need to construct a strong argument for that…98 
In this example, terms appropriate to the domain of buildings are said to be mapped to the 
target domain of theories. More recently this phenomenon has been described in terms of 
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also Ludwig Wittgenstein, Philosophical Investigations, trans. G. E. M. Anscombe (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 
1958), §66-§68. 
94 De Blois, Towards a New Dictionary of Biblical Hebrew Based on Semantic Domains, 23. 
95 De Blois, 23. 
96 De Blois, 23. 
97 An example of a set of contexts given by de Blois are: sunbathing, swimming, and windsurfing. See de Blois, 
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Fillmore (Frame). Fillmore and Lakoff both discuss the noun bachelor which assumes a certain model of the 
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existence of priests, “long-term unmarried couplings,” homosexuality… With respect to the idealized 
cognitive model, a bachelor is simply an unmarried adult man.” George Lakoff, Women, Fire, and Dangerous 
Things: What Categories Reveal about the Mind (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1987), 70; see also 
Charles J. Fillmore, ‘Towards a Descriptive Framework for Spatial Deixis’, in Speech, Place, and Action: Studies 
of Deixis and Related Topics, ed. R. J. Jarvella and Wolfgang Klein (Chichester: Wiley, 1982), 34. 




blending. In blending theory features are drawn from both the source and target domains 
leading to a ‘blend space’ which does not fit perfectly in either source or target domain, but 
is essentially a new concept.99 Through use these metaphors can become conventional and 
lexicalised such that a metaphoric use becomes a conventional meaning of a word (see 
4.5).100 
De Blois gives ב רֶּ  sword) as an example. In Biblical Hebrew it is often ‘used in a) חֶּ
metaphorical sense, with focus on the activity that a sword is most commonly used for: 
“violence, aggression, war”.’101 However, some uses cannot be neatly categorised, but appear 
to share both physical and metaphorical senses simultaneously.102 This category confusion 
between physical and metaphoric sense can be understood in terms of blending theory in 
that the use shares features of both, but cannot be solely categorised as either. 
1.4.2 Lexical and Contextual Semantic Domains and Frame Theory 
De Blois integrates the concepts of cognitive categories and cognitive contexts into his 
dictionary in the form of lexical and contextual domains. The lexical meaning of a word is 
considered to be ‘the meaning of a word within its minimal context.’103 The minimal 
context refers to the minimal amount of context needed for the mind to categorise the 
word. Different types of words have different amounts of minimal context: 
Objects usually do not require too much context in order for human beings to 
be able to identify them. In the case of Events this is somewhat different. The 
latter often require a number of semantic arguments, such as: Agent, 
Experiencer, Goal, etc.104 
In contrast to the lexical meaning, the contextual meaning supplies the wider context for 
the utterance. This context allows us to ‘get a much more complete meaning of that 
concept within that particular context.’105 De Blois’ example of soldier and carpenter is 




99 Geeraerts, Lexical Semantics, 211. 
100 De Blois writes “Certain metaphors and other figures of speech are so common in Biblical Hebrew that it 
becomes hard to see them as highly marked specialized expressions. They seem to have been lexicalized and 
have become a structural part of the language.” De Blois, Towards a New Dictionary of Biblical Hebrew Based 
on Semantic Domains, 28. 
101 De Blois, 28. 
102 De Blois uses the example of Jeremiah 47:6-7 for this point. See de Blois, 28. Koller argues for homonymy 
based on comparative linguistic evidence and diachronic development. However, the description is in terms 
of metaphoric development which led to lexical polysemy. See Koller, The Semantic Field of Cutting Tools, 
164–65. 
103 De Blois, Towards a New Dictionary of Biblical Hebrew Based on Semantic Domains, 26. 
104 De Blois, 26. 




Lexical entries like soldier and carpenter, for example, could be covered by 
one single lexical semantic domain: People. From a contextual perspective, 
however, the former would need to be assigned to a contextual domain like 
Warfare, whereas the latter would fit well under the contextual domain 
Crafts.106 
There is a significant amount of interplay between the two domains. De Blois writes ‘the 
boundaries between lexical and contextual meaning can be vague and fuzzy at times, and 
in certain cases there may be some overlap between both levels of classification.’107 
The combination of classifications are what leads to a contextualised meaning. This is 
important for looking at the senses a word can take. De Blois gives the example of ַל בֶּ  חֶּ
(rope). He notes that lexically this can be classified as something like Artefact. However, it 
can be used in a number of different contexts such as: measuring; hunting; construction; 
maritime activities; and submission.108 Words can also take multiple lexical meanings.109 
De Blois incorporates frame theory into his lexical semantic domains. He describes four 
conceptual frames (objects, events, referents, and markers).110 Each conceptual frame 
contains its own slots which help ‘to identify all relevant semantic features for each lexical 
unit and lead to a uniform set of definitions for each lexical semantic domain.’111 For 
example, his frame for Objects>People contains four slots described as follows: 
1. Description: All relevant information concerning the nature of this person. 
2. Source: Information concerning the geographical location and social status 
of this type of person. 
3. Function: Information concerning the function of this person in relation to 
other people. 
4. Connotation: Stereotypical qualities of this type of person.112 
These slots are helpful for understanding how a word is used as they construct a definition 
out of the cognitive background of the concept. In this sense it is tied closely to the 
cognitive model. 
In Frame Semantics attention is given to both the cognitive model and to a more 
immediate frame. The more immediate frame contains information relevant to the 
situation (or event) being described. For example, in the [COMMERCIAL TRANSACTION] frame 
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‘the BUYER gives the SELLER some MONEY, and the SELLER gives the BUYER the GOODS.’113 This 
description of a commercial transaction event describes what is necessary for the situation 
to occur. The items in small caps are considered frame elements. Core frame elements are 
elements which are necessary for the event to occur,114 but need not necessarily be used in 
every sentence that evokes the frame.115 
Certain words (used in certain ways) are considered to be based on a frame such that they 
evoke that frame. In this way ‘the word hot is capable of evoking a temperature scale frame 
in some contexts and a particular taste sensation in others’.116 Any interpretation of such a 
word requires a judgement about which frame is relevant in the context.117 Here we see a 
tie to contextual information which can be of vital importance in judging which frame is 
in play. In terms of de Blois’ lexical and contextual domains, the relevant context for 
determining which frame is evoked could come from either level.118 
1.4.2.1 Summary 
In summary, lexical and contextual semantic domains are useful concepts for considering 
the interaction of multiple levels of influence on the meaning of a word. In addition to 
these concepts, Frame Semantics is a useful tool as it gives a more complete picture for a 
word’s use within its lexical domain. 
1.4.3 Adjectives and a Further Look at Attributes 
From a cognitive linguistic perspective, ‘Adjectives are relational terms that profile a 
schematic semantic content as well as the quality of a noun.’119 As such, for any particular 
use of an adjective, when describing its meaning, one must take into account the noun it 
qualifies. Van Wolde presents the example of יַא  fat), arguing that in relation to cows it) ָברִּ
refers to those which are of a healthy size (Gen 41).120 However, in relation to food it simply 
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refers to good food (Hab 1:16) rather than the physical quality of ‘fatness’.121 Examples 1.5-1.7 
demonstrate some of the uses of יא  .ָברִּ
1.5. Judges 3:17b, 22a 
ישַ ֶ֥ ֕לֹוןַאִּ גְּ עֶּ יאַוְּ ֖ דָברִּ ֹאִֽ ַ{ַ...}ַמְּ  
א ֹֹ֨ ָיב ַבַו  ה  ּל ַ֔ דַה  ֣ ע  ַבְּ בֵ֙ לֶּ חֵֵׁ֙ רַה  ֹּגֹ֤ סְּ יִּ בַו  ה  ּל ַ֗ רַה  ֣ בַַאח  ָּצָ֜ ּנִּ ם־ה  ִֽ ג   
Now Eglon was a very fat man {...} 
And the handle also went in after the blade, and the fat closed over the blade. 
1.6. Habakkuk 1:16 
ֲאָכ֖לֹוַ ֹוַּומ  קַ֔ לְּ ןַחֶּ ֣ ַָשמֵׁ ָמהֵ֙ יַָבהֵֵׁ֙ ֹ֤ ֹוַכִּ ּתָ֑ רְּ מ  כְּ מִּ רַלְּ ֖ טֵׁ יק  ִֽ ֹוַוִּ מַ֔ רְּ חֶּ ַלְּ ח  ֣ בֵׁ ז  ַיְּ ןֵ֙ ל־כֵׁ ָאִַֽהע  רִּ בְּ  
Therefore he sacrifices to his net and makes offerings to his fishing net, 
because by them his portion is fat and his food is fat. 
1.7. m. Miqwaʾot 8:4b 
הַאֹומ׳ַבַָ הר׳ַיֹוסֵׁ דַּובַ ַחֹולֶּ ּלֶּ יֶּ אַב  ןַָטמֵׁ ָּזקֵׁ יאּוב  ָטהֹוַרַָברִּ  
Rabbi Yose says, ‘The sick and the old are unclean, the boy and the healthy are 
clean.’ 
In example 1.5, physical appearance of a human is on view. It clearly refers to physical size, 
as can be seen in the following incident of the fat closing over Ehud’s blade when he 
stabbed Eglon. However, in example 1.6 it qualifies food rather than appearance—this is a 
natural derivation from the uses in Genesis 41: healthy animals and crops are good for 
food.122 Finally, in a mishnaic example, example 1.7 contrasts with example 1.5, showing that 
יא ה at least by the time of the Mishnah) could act as an antonym of) ָברִּ  sick), thus) חֹולֶּ
demonstrating a link with health that appears to have little to do with size. 
In terms of Cognitive Categories (§1.4.1.1), we might say that יא  can modify different ָברִּ
attributes when modifying a person or food. The attributes which are modified can be 
derived from the Cognitive Context (§1.4.1.2),123 which in these cases appear to be retrievable 
 
 
121 van Wolde, 147–48. 
122 Van Wolde, 148. See also United Bible Societies, ‘SDBH’, יא  This derivation may also be seen in English .ָברִּ
healthy which can refer to food which is expected to make one healthy. 
123 This being a cognitive, mental phenomenon, it necessarily includes not only linguistic, but extra-linguistic 
context. We must remember that non-linguistic information which would be assumed by the expected 
audience of a text is liable to being left out of the text. This means care is needed to try to attend to aspects 
of meaning which may be foreign to modern readers of an ancient text, but commonplace to the original 
audience. The idea for the following explanation is inspired by the work of Vyvyan Evans who is particularly 
notable for highlighting the need to differentiate between the lexical and conceptual. Vyvyan Evans, How 
Words Mean: Lexical Concepts, Cognitive Models, and Meaning Construction (Oxford; New York: Oxford 
University Press, 2009); Vyvyan Evans, ‘A Unified Account of Polysemy within LCCM Theory’, Lingua, 
Polysemy: Current Perspectives and Approaches, 157, no. Supplement C (1 April 2015): 100–123; Patrick J. 
Duffley, ‘How Words Mean: Lexical Concepts, Cognitive Models, and Meaning Construction (Review)’, 
Cognitive Linguistics 23, no. 1 (2012): 217–21; Gregory L. Murphy, ‘How Words Mean: Lexical Concepts, 




as the noun referent of יא  However, we must note that while both examples 1.5 and 1.7 124.ָברִּ
modify a person, the attribute differs. The first refers to the physical attribute of size, 
whereas the last refers to the attribute of vitality: both being valid attributes of the category 
‘person’.125 These features can be clearly seen from the cognitive context (specifically, the 
discourse): the use in example 1.5 sets up an incident concerning physical size, but the use 
in example 1.7 contrasts with ה  sick). From a Frame Semantic perspective, we may also) חֹולֶּ
see the frame that is evoked by יא  differs from description of physical appearance ָברִּ
(example 1.5), to effect (food that leads to health, example 1.6), to vitality (example 1.7). 
Van Wolde suggests that the quality of a noun is profiled by an adjective. However, this 
example suggests the relationship may be between adjective schema and modified 
attribute (the modified element of the discourse).126 Any particular noun may be capable 
of having the same adjective modify different attributes (for examples of this see chapter 
2) given different cognitive contexts. In addition, the selection of attribute may control 
which frame is evoked by the adjective, leading to different possible expressions of the 
more abstract schematic content that makes up a word (יא  in this case).127 ָברִּ
1.4.4 Lexical Semantic Change 
Diachrony, change in meaning over time, is seen as an undoubtable influence in the 
Ancient and Mishnaic Hebrew corpus (§1.3.2.1). Therefore, it needs to be taken into 
account. Because the present study is on the adjective ע  the type of language change that ,ר 
is of interest is lexical semantic change. This change is likely present in the examples of 
יא  .above, with example 1.7 appearing to have little connection to physical fat ָברִּ
While the development of grammatical meaning in languages is ‘almost exclusively 
unidirectional,’128 the picture has seemed less stable when it comes to changes in lexical 
 
 
124 The referent is not present in example 1.7. However, m. Miqwaʾot 8:4 has י רִּ קְּ לַ ע   a person who has a) ב 
nocturnal emission) earlier which forms the referent here. There are cases where a noun referent is not 
present with ע  .This case is discussed in §2.1.2 .ר 
125 This bears similarities to James Pustejovsky’s qualia theory. Pustejovsky argues that adjectives can 
subselect a feature of the words they modify through what he calls ‘selective binding’. James Pustejovsky, The 
Generative Lexicon (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1995), 89, 127. 
126 Pre-empting discussion of cases where attribute cannot properly be used to describe the modified element 
(see §2.1.2). 
127 We might say that יַא  prototypically refers to physical size. However, it connotes health. When used of ָברִּ
food, the health aspect comes to the fore implying food that makes one healthy. In addition the mishnaic use 
relies on this development to simply refer to a healthy person without reference to size. Note that other 
mishnaic uses indicate a much broader use of ַָיַאב רִּ  (likely indicating lexical development), so although this 
description illustrates the point, it may not perfectly fit the data. 
128 Elizabeth Closs Traugott, ‘Semantic Change’, in Oxford Research Encyclopedia of Linguistics (Oxford: 
Oxford University Press, 2017), §4, http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/acrefore/9780199384655.013.323; see Traugott 
and Dasher for a more extensive analysis of regularity in semantic change. Elizabeth Closs Traugott and 




meaning. Despite this, there is a general tendency to move from: the external to the 
internal; the external or internal to the metalinguistic; and the more objective to the more 
subjective.129  Traugott lists the different types of lexical change that have been identified: 
1. Metaphorization: conceptualizing one thing in terms of another, as in terms 
of similarity, for example, the use of Latin ad ‘to’ + mit ‘send’ for locution 
(admit), or of tissue ‘woven cloth’ for ‘aggregation of cells in animals or plants.’ 
2. Metonymization: association, usually in terms of contiguity, for instance, 
board ‘table’ > ‘people sitting around a table, governing body.’ Many 
traditional examples of metonymic shift involve part for whole (often called 
‘synecdoche’), as in keel for ship. 
3. Pejoration: association of a term with negative meaning, such as, Old English 
stincan, ‘smell (sweet or bad)’ > stink, cnafa ‘boy’ > knave, conceit ‘idea, opinion’ 
> ‘overestimation of one’s qualities.’ 
4. Amelioration: association of a term with positive meaning, such as Middle 
English nice, ‘foolish, innocent’ > ‘pleasant,’ and examples of pre-emption of 
meaning as a symbol of pride (e.g. queer). 
5. Narrowing: restriction of meaning, as in Old English deor ‘animal’ > deer (a 
specific kind of animal). 
6. Generalization: extension of meaning, as in Latin armare ‘cover one’s 
shoulders’ > arm.130 
Certain pairs such as 3 and 4, and 5 and 6 generate opposite changes which makes change 
appear to some degree arbitrary. However, the changes are motivated by various factors 
such as ‘shifts in socio-cultural attitudes and conceptual structures.’131 It is certain that 
facets of a language will change over time, but this does not guarantee that a certain word 
will change. When change does occur it affects the lexical field. For example, when 
generalisation occurs, if this means a word takes on functions which another word usually 
has then the words are in competition. One word may become obsolete, but still be used 
in idiomatic phrases.  
For example, tide used to mean ‘time’ but many of its uses were overtaken by 
the word time, and tide has been left to designate the rise and fall of the sea, 
except in words such as even-tide or Yule-tide where it still means ‘time’.132  
 
 
129 Hollmann just refers to subjectification. Bybee summarises findings from Traugott which apply to both 
grammaticalization and lexical change. Willem B. Hollmann, ‘Semantic Change’, in English Language: 
Description, Variation and Context, ed. Jonathan Culpeper et al., 2nd ed. (London: Palgrave, 2018), 246; Joan 
L. Bybee, Language Change, Cambridge Textbooks in Linguistics (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
2015), 203–4. 
130 Traugott, ‘Semantic Change’, §3.1. 
131 Traugott, §3.1. See also Sarfatti who lists a number of words that went from concrete to abstract concepts 
between Biblical and Mishnaic Hebrew as well as another series of words that became restricted to concrete 
meanings. Sarfatti, ‘Mishnaic Vocabulary and Mishnaic Literature’, 37–39. 




Words and senses may coexist for a short or long time during the process of change and 
may or may not drop out entirely over time. In Bybee’s example of tide, the usual sense of 
time has almost entirely dropped out, but the sense relating to the sea is prominent. 
In the Ancient and Mishnaic Hebrew corpus it can be expected that lexical change will be 
present.133 However, which particular form(s) of change, and which direction they take 
cannot be known prior to examination. Possible changes may be found to occur in ע  ר 
through examination of its use and the uses of words related to it. This second part is 
important because a reduced scope of use may not be easily detected; however, if (for 
example) another word is seen to be used for some functions that ע  was used for in earlier ר 
texts this may indicate a diachronic change of limitation of meaning.134 As mentioned in 
§1.4, these factors were attended to during analysis. However, evidence for change in ע  ר 
itself was not found and so there is little discussion on change in ע  beyond this point.135 ר 
1.5 Procedure of Analysis 
In this work, I draw on lexical and cognitive semantic theory to analyse ע  in Ancient and ר 
Mishnaic Hebrew. Thus, underlying all analysis is an understanding of language as 
‘emergent reality’ where, among other things, underlying cultural contexts impact textual 
meaning (§1.4). The analysis will progress from an analysis of the contribution of ע  to the ר 
discourse element it modifies (§1.5.1), to mapping the lexical semantic domains of ע  in its ר 
combinative use (§1.5.2), to the analysis of the combinative use of ע  in some domains ר 
(§1.5.3). 
In my analysis I must necessarily make use of English glosses for words. As a rule, for terms 
considered core to the analysis, I maintain the same gloss across all uses of each word. The 
use of English glosses should not be seen as representing a one-to-one link with the English 
word, but as a way of maintaining a link to particular Hebrew words. Therefore, the 
 
 
133 For example see Koller’s study on the verb בֹוַא (come), Landman’s study on words for ‘lips’ and ‘tongues’ 
in Ancient Hebrew, and my recent study on ה ‘ ,beautiful). Aaron Koller) ָיפֶּ ַסינכרונייםַהיבטים:ַיכנסולהַלבוא
העתיקהַבעבריַת"ַלבוא"ַהפועלַשַלַבסמנטיקַהַודיאכרוניים עחלשוננוַ ,’ , no. ג-ַב , (2013): 149-164; Yael Landman, 
‘On Lips and Tongues in Ancient Hebrew’, Vetus Testamentum 66 (2016): 66–77; Foster, ‘Is Everything 
“Beautiful” or “Appropriate” in Its Time?’ 
134 A caveat needs to be added here: neat chronological divisions in texts is often not possible (especially with 
biblical texts). However, texts can often be broadly categorised into periods. See §§1.3.2.1-1.3.2.2. 
135 This is not to say that attention to this detail was unfruitful. It was only through attention to potential 
semantic change in ע ה and טֹוַב that I identified semantic change in ר   That paper was an offshoot of work .ָיפֶּ





meaning of the gloss is not always relevant. This also led to the unusual selection of 
‘villainy’ as a gloss for ן   136.ָאוֶּ
The analysis makes use of SMALL CAPITALS. This style is used to identify concepts. For 
example, it is used to identify discourse elements that ע  .(modifies (such as ACT or HUMAN ר 
However, it is also used more generally to identify semantic concepts relevant to particular 
domains (such as DECEIT). Colour is systematically used in examples to highlight important 
features. Blue is reserved for words from the רעע word family. Similarly, green, teal, yellow, 
and red are reserved for domain-specific highlighting in Chapter 4. 
 and Schema ַרע  1.5.1
The analysis of Chapter 2 builds on §1.4.3. That is, ע  as an adjective, is treated as a ,ר 
relational term that profiles a schematic semantic content as well as the quality of a 
discourse element (see §2.1.2).137 In this chapter I examine the schematic meaning of ע  ר 
(the specific contribution of ע  to the discourse element it modifies).138 This involves ר 
applications from frame semantics within ancient categories and context (see §1.4.2 and 
application to the COMMERCIAL TRANSACTION frame in §2.1.2). In order to make the analysis 
manageable, the scope is reduced with just over two thirds (67.6%) of occurrences of ע  ר 
receiving full analysis (§2.2).  
The starting point is from the findings of prior research, which suggests ע  forms a general ר 
negative qualification, and may be appropriate in all areas that may be considered 
negative. This, then, is the null hypothesis139 for the schema of ע  and assumed accurate ר 
unless conflicting evidence is found. The elements ע  modifies are identified first before ר 
analysing how ע  modifies the elements. The procedure for determining elements and how ר 
ע  modifies the element involves examining features of the immediate discourse (the ר 
immediate cognitive context, see §1.4.1.2), which indicate what element is on view, while 
attending to relevant details from other sources, which have a bearing on the world 
knowledge of the speaking community (e.g. related texts, see explanation of ע ר  רַ עֵׁ  in בִּ
§2.3.8; archaeological finds, and anthropological research, see footnotes to the COMMERCIAL 
TRANSACTION example in §2.1.2). The chapter examines the findings of both Dohmen and 
 
 
136 The choice for this is twofold. First, it allows glosses of ן  iniquity/sin) to be distinguished while) ָעוֺן and ָאוֶּ
still distinguishing ָעוֺן from terms such as ָטאת  sin). Second, ‘iniquity’, through its use to translate terms) ח 
such as ָעוֺן, has acquired senses proper to those terms. The use of villainy was considered a relatively good 
way to avoid such links. 
137 Using a modified form of van Wolde’s definition given in §1.4.3. 
138 I use discourse element (or element) instead of attribute to allow for reference to a wider group of features 
that are not necessarily attributes. This is necessitated by features discussed in §2.1.2. 
139 The null hypothesis comes from statistics and refers to the hypothesis that there is no distinction between 




Myhill, which both relate to this level. Some attention is also paid to the objective–
subjective distinction in Myhill. 
1.5.2 Mapping the Lexical Semantic Domains of  ַרע 
In Chapter 3, I use linguistic analysis to map some140 of the lexical semantic domains (§1.4.2) 
of ע  These domains will represent some of the words sharing specific cognitive categories .ר 
within ancient Israelite thought (§1.4.1.1). One main way lexical semantic domains have 
been mapped in Ancient Hebrew is through parallelism analysis. In Ancient Hebrew 
parallelism is pervasive.141 One of the forms of parallelism is semantic, an example of which 
is found in the text from example 1.2. 
1.7. Isaiah 45:7a 
רַ ֶ֥ ַיֹוצֵׁ אַאֹורֵ֙ ֣ ְךַּובֹורֵׁ שֶּ הַחַֹ֔ ֶ֥ אַָש֖לֹוםַעֹשֶּ עּו֣בֹורֵׁ ַָרָ֑  
[I] form light and create darkness, 
[I] make peace and create bad… 
In this verse there are multiple levels of semantic parallelism. The verbs for forming are in 
semantic parallel with each other, and the nouns (and adjective) of things formed are in 
semantic parallel with each other. The first pair of nouns are semantic opposites, and the 
second pair (one noun and one adjective) are presented as semantic opposites. The 
parallelism structure invokes a metaphoric comparison of light and dark with peace and 
ַ ער  . 
This example demonstrates how parallelism can be used to highlight paradigmatic 
relationships of similarity and opposition (orange and purple with respect to ע  142.(ר 
However, the example also highlights a potential problem: Darkness is in a relation of 
similarity to ַ ער   but surely would not be considered part of the same lexical domain. The 
question then becomes how one is able to avoid ascribing them to the same field using 
parallelism analysis. This should be able to be done through examining frequency of 
parallelism and cross-checking those items found in parallel against each other. Burton has 
employed a rigorous method of analysis involving cross-checking of words in her study on 
דבֹוכַָ  (glory) which I will replicate in the current work:  
 
 
140 This pre-empts limitations of the method of mapping the domains. 
141 It is especially prevalent in poetry, but also present in prose to varying degrees. Berlin describes the 
difference in terms of the “constructive principle” of the literature. Adele Berlin, The Dynamics of Biblical 
Parallelism, Rev, The Biblical Resource Series (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2008), 5–6. However, this 
description overplays the role of parallelism in poetry. It is better to speak in terms of appositive style in 
ancient Hebrew poetry. Robert D. Holmstedt, ‘Hebrew Poetry and the Appositive Style: Parallelism, 
Requiescat in pace’, Vetus Testamentum 69, no. 4-5 (2019): 617–48. 
142 See my previous work where I discuss the use of parallelism to highlight relationships in more detail. 




Our method, then, will be as follows: 
1) to identify the words associated with ע  ;as pairings and parallel terms ר 
2) to identify the word associations of each of these, paying particular 
attention to overlaps between the lists produced; 
3) to eliminate words from these lists based on the following criteria: 
 i) they have no association with any other word associated with ע  ;ר 
 ii) while they have some association with limited other words associated 
with ע  they have significant, obvious associations with a separate set ,ר 
of words not associated with ע   143.ר 
This procedure will be applied to map some of the lexical domain(s) appropriate to ע  .ר 
However, in addition to considering parallel terms, the analysis will be broadened to a 
wider group of semantic associations, allowing phrasal parallels.144 
1.5.3 Semantic Domain Analysis 
In Chapter 4, the (lexical) semantic domains which are mapped in Chapter 3 are partially 
(in order to make the scope manageable) analysed to determine how ע  functions as a part ר 
of those domains. The analysis is done with particular reference to words which are 
expected to provide the greatest interpretive power for understanding the use of ע  in ר 
relation to these domains (§4.1). This selection also leads to a brief comparison between 
the use of ע ַ :word family רעע and two other terms in the ר   Findings from the .ָרָעה and רֹע 
domain analyses are applied to understanding the use of ע  .ר 
As with Chapter 2, this analysis involves close examination of, primarily, the immediate 
discourse making up occurrences of words in each domain (the immediate cognitive 
context, see §1.4.1.2). Frequently occurring contextual features unique to each domain are 
identified. For example, with the ן  DECEIT) subdomain, the features of SPEECH, and) ָאוֶּ
PLANNING are frequently detected with particular syntactic and semantic relations to ַן  ָאוֶּ
words (see §4.2.1.2.1). Furthermore, to the extent that ע  participates within this semantic ר 
domain it is seen to take on features of the domain. This is perhaps seen more clearly with 
the ָעוַֺן domain where ע  used within the cognitive context (§1.4.1.2) of that domain, takes ,ר 
features of the cognitive categories (§1.4.1.1) of the ָעוֺן domain, and so we see ע  used to ר 




143 The word כבוד has been replaced with ע  .Burton, The Semantics of Glory, 50 .ר 
144 The procedure for this is dealt with in §3.1.1. It also has implications for how relationships are viewed. 
Instead of talking in terms of paradigmatic relationships of similarity and opposition, semantic associations 








Chapter 2: ַע  and Schema ר 
As stated in §1.5.1, the null hypothesis for the schematic use of ע ע is that ר   provides a ר 
general negative modification to the discourse element it modifies. Another feature to be 
tested in this Chapter is the objective–subjective distinction Myhill makes. 
2.1 Preliminary Matters 
In order to test the null hypothesis, discourse elements must first be identified. However, 
prior to that we need to identify and select occurrences of ע  for analysis. How this is done ר 
is discussed in §2.1.1. There are also various matters to discuss in relation to the 
identification and modification of elements (§§2.1.2-2.1.3). 
2.1.1 Identifying and Selecting Words 
The first step in the process of analysis is the identification of words. With all the tools 
available it is easy to overlook this crucial step. Concerning the biblical and mishnaic texts, 
the question of how to treat pointing (both) and accentuation (biblical only) becomes 
important. Both of these features were added later to the texts. If pointing is ignored, there 
are a number of words which become visually indistinguishable. In particular, we can note 
that the words ע ַ and ר   evil) are both spelt the same.145) רֹע 
It would be easy to become entangled in the process of identifying words from the 
consonantal text. However, the aim of this analysis is not to determine how to best 
distinguish between homographs. It is also not to distinguish between homonyms. While 
this is valuable work, it is not within the scope of the current analysis. For the purpose of 
the current analysis a certain amount of statistical error was deemed acceptable: it was 
decided to begin from a position of trust in the Masoretic pointing and the work found in 
certain concordances.146 These sources are cross-checked against the Accordance software 
tagged texts and critical judgements are made where discrepancies arise. 
 
 
145 In addition to this example taken from within the semantic domains of ע  there are a number of ,ר 
ambiguities found with ע  The following non-exhaustive list also takes into account the additional .ר 
ambiguities as a result of the feminine form of the adjective (ָרָעה): 
1. The Qal stem of the verb from the same word family has ambiguities in the: 3MS qatal conjugation; 
3FS qatal conjugation; and the participles. 
2. The noun ָרָעַה (evil). 
3. The noun ַ ע   .(neighbour) רֵׁ
4. The noun ַה  .shepherd) and verb of the same word family) רֹעֶּ
146 There is likely to be a higher degree of error for the mishnaic portion of the corpus due to the lack of access 
to a complete concordance of the Mishnah. This meant a greater reliance on the Accordance tagging which 
was clearly deficient in some cases, (e.g. between the feminine form of the adjective ַע  and the feminine ר 




Following on from this, an issue that was not dealt with in Chapter 1 (§1.3.1.1) is the issue of 
how to handle parallel texts, and refrains. Should repeated text be counted as one 
occurrence or as multiple occurrences? That is, should they be dealt with in the same 
manner as quoted text (i.e. only semantically significant variations being considered)? 
In the biblical corpus there are substantial sections of parallel texts between Samuel-Kings 
and Chronicles (e.g. 1 Kgs 21:2 and 2 Chr 33:2 are identical) in addition to some other areas. 
However, there is evidence that these uses form parts of edited works. The Chronicler 
demonstrates no qualms with modifying his source and producing significant variations 
(e.g. 2 Sam 24:13 and 1 Chr 21:11-12).147 In the Judean Desert corpus there are works that 
contain extensive rewriting of parts of the biblical corpus. For example, the Temple Scroll 
(11Q19) contains rewriting of much of the laws in Deuteronomy. In addressing this issue 
Burton writes: 
the conscious repetition of a text by more than one author is suggestive that 
the word associations within it are acceptable, rather than idiosyncratic; it also 
indicates that the earlier text is present to the consciousness at least of the 
author, and almost certainly to the wider community.148 
This leads Burton to include parallel texts as separate instances of use. She follows the same 
procedure for refrains. The fact that these texts are not straight reproductions of the 
original, but show extensive modifications, weighs the argument in favour of inclusion of 
these texts as multiple occurrences. Therefore, explicitly interpretive works such as the 
Habbakuk pesher (1QpHab) are treated as containing lemmata of the biblical text, and 
parallel/reworked material is treated as separate usage. The biblical references in the 
Mishnah show evidence of being treated as quotes that need to be explained and are, 
therefore, also treated as lemmata of the biblical text. Judean Desert manuscripts that look 
like direct copies of other Judean Desert manuscripts are treated in the same manner as 
copies of biblical texts; that is, only semantically significant variations are counted. 
 
 
Dead Sea Scrolls and Accordance for 1QHa. The current work follows the references in Accordance which uses 
the reconstruction by Stegemann and Schuller and found in Eileen M. Schuller and Carol A. Newsom, The 
Hodayot (Thanksgiving Psalms): a study edition of 1QHa, Early Judaism and its literature 36 (Atlanta: Society of 
Biblical Literature, 2012). The primary concordances used for the other corpuses were Abraham Even-
Shoshan, A new concordance of the Bible: for the Torah, the Prophets, and the Writings, Revised (Jerusalem: 
Kiryat Sefer, 1992); Dominique Barthélemy and O. Rickenbacher, Konkordanz zum Hebräischen Sirach: mit 
Syrisch-Hebräischem Index (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck und Ruprecht, 1973); Martin G. Abegg, James E. Bowley, 
and Edward M. Cook, The Dead Sea Scrolls Concordance, 3 vols (Leiden: Brill, 2015); Graham I. Davies, Ancient 
Hebrew Inscriptions: Corpus and Concordance, 2 vols (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004). 
147 On the assumption that the Chronicler had Samuel-Kings as their source. It is possible that both texts 
updated a common source. 




Once occurrences of words are identified, the issue of fragmentary texts must be dealt with. 
There are many occurrences (primarily in the Judean Desert corpus) that contain 
incomplete sentences or a single word, or in which ע  is partially damaged. Where texts ר 
were judged too damaged for productive semantic analysis they were immediately 
eliminated from the analysis (e.g. where only part of a sentence remains).149 However, some 
occurrences with damaged text were included when the context could be reconstructed 
with relative certainty. These occurrences are addressed in Appendix C. 
2.1.2 Modification of Discourse Elements in Elided Reference 
An additional question concerns uses of ע  where it does not syntactically modify another ר 
word in its clause. In these cases, we might ask whether the word should be considered 
itself to refer (i.e. ע  to be considered a noun), or whether there is an elided word which ר 
should be considered to provide the relevant reference. However, I suggest that this 
approach would miss the point. In §1.4.1.1 and §1.4.3, I discussed adjectives and attributes. 
Attributes as used there refer to the features within a cognitive category which speakers of 
a language consider important (e.g. one attribute of a bird is that it has two wings).150 It was 
argued in §1.4.3, that it is not adequate to say that adjectives ‘profile a schematic semantic 
content as well as the quality of a noun’.151 Instead it was suggested that the relationship is 
between schema and modified attribute (the modified element of the discourse). However, 
when we reach the case of elided reference, it appears that this definition is not broad 
enough. I suggest that the adjective schema may also modify an element that arises, not 
from the presence of a noun in particular, but from a particular cognitive context. This 
element is primarily identified through discourse and so will be referred to from here on as 
the discourse element or element.152 
An example of this can be found in example 2.1 below. 
2.1. Proverbs 20:14 
עַ ַ֭ עַר  ֣ לר  ָּלִֽ ה  תְּ ֹוַָא֣זַיִּ ֶ֥לַל ַ֗ ֹאזֵׁ ָ֑הַוְּ ּקֹונֶּ רַה  ֣ יֹאמ   
‘Bad! Bad!’ says the buyer, and going away he boasts. 
 
 
149 Exceptions were made to this rule where an obvious semantic association occurred, such as with a clear 
antonym. While these exceptions may be unproductive for this stage of analysis, they were left in for the 
purpose of giving a more complete picture in (§3.1.1.1). 
150 De Blois, Towards a New Dictionary of Biblical Hebrew Based on Semantic Domains, 23. 
151 Van Wolde, Reframing Biblical Studies, 147. 
152 This group includes attributes where attributes are the element modified. Again, this bears similarity to 
qualia theory. Pustejovsky argues that different adjectives bind with different substructures. Pustejovsky, The 
Generative Lexicon, 127-131. However, we are dealing with cases where the substructure is a product of 




In example 2.1, ע ע appears to be used predicatively. However, the thing that is declared ר   ר 
must be retrieved from both the surrounding text and world knowledge. The scene of the 
text is a price negotiation: ה ּקֹונֶּ  the buyer) is trying to get the lowest price for his purchase) ה 
by protesting that the seller’s asking price (whether barter or money)153 is bad. This scene 
is made clear through the following features: 
1. Mention of the buyer: The scene is one of a transaction involving a buyer and seller, 
goods and a commodity (barter or money).154 
2. He goes away: This implies leaving the marketplace155 or other relevant location in 
which the initial scene—the buying—took place. 
3. The buyer boasts [of his purchase]: This implies that although the buyer protested 
the asking price, he feels he won out in the transaction. 
These features make it clear that the phrase ‘ע עַר   is presented as a false claim expected ’ר 
to form part of a price negotiation. The buyer knows the price is not ע  but he makes the ,ר 
claim to achieve the most personal gain possible. The whole scene is constructed by the 
entire cognitive context: words and world knowledge.156 This context makes it relatively 
clear what element ע  .modifies ר 
The modified discourse element on view is available from the scene of the text. It would be 
clear to the text’s original audience what the buyer is talking about because it’s a common 
scene in their market. The element is the ASKING PRICE.157 It does not need to be lexically 
 
 
153 ‘Money, simply understood, is a mechanism for indirect exchange.’ As such, this could include 
commodities such as grain, lead, copper, and silver. Silver was one of the most common and widely accepted 
forms. Joshua T. Walton, ‘Trade in the Late Bronze and Iron Age Levant’, in Behind the Scenes of the Old 
Testament: Cultural, Social, and Historical Contexts, ed. Jonathan S. Greer, John W. Hilber, and John H. Walton 
(Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2018), 417. 
154 In Frame Semantics terms, we might think of this in terms of an Ancient Israelite COMMERCIAL TRANSACTION 
frame. For the FrameNet commercial_transaction frame in English see International Computer Science 
Institute, ‘Commercial_transaction’, Frame Index, accessed 18 July 2019, 
https://framenet2.icsi.berkeley.edu/fnReports/data/frameIndex.xml?frame=Commercial_transaction. 
155 King and Stager suggest the marketplace would have been immediately adjacent to the city gate. These 
bazaars would likely have contained various types of shops as in the one excavated in Ashkelon. Philip J. King 
and Lawrence E. Stager, Life in Biblical Israel, Library of Ancient Israel (Louisville, KY: Westminster John Knox 
Press, 2001), 191. 
156 World knowledge is important to understand the concept of price haggling. Being a rather unusual thing 
in Western societies, it is not difficult to imagine a person who has no concept of haggling and so misses the 
point of the proverb. Without knowing about haggling a person may see this as saying that buyers simply 
complain, rather than that they attempt to manipulate the seller as part of a culturally accepted practice of 
price negotiation. 
157 Someone might question whether the element is the product or the price for the product. However, 
whichever is the case makes little difference. Ultimately it’s a dispute over price: the buyer disputes whether 




specified in the text. The element is not properly a feature of the word ע  nor of any other ,ר 
word in the text, but a feature arising out of the cognitive context.158 
2.1.3 Attribution, Predication, and Construct Chains 
We must also consider the relationships between attribution, predication, and construct 
chains as it relates to the use of ע ע It would be a mistake to assume that every time .ר   ר 
modifies ַיש ע it modifies the same element. When אִּ  forms part of a construct chain, which ר 
predicatively or attributively modifies יַש ע the word with which אִּ  is in construct, is ר 
primary for determining the element in view. 
2.2. 1 Samuel 25:3b 
ָהַ ישוְּ ֶ֥ הַוְַַּאִּ ֶ֛ עַָקשֶּ ֶ֥ יםר  ֖ ֲעָללִּ מ   
…and the man was severe and bad of deeds. 
2.3. Ben Sira 14:3b 
לאַנאוהַחרוַץעיןַרעַַאישול  
…and for the man who is bad of eye, gold is not seemly. 
In example 2.2 the severe and bad deeds of the man, Nabal, become clear in the following 
discourse. He behaves in a harsh and inhospitable manner to David and his men, who had 
protected his shepherds and sheep (1 Sam 25:10-11, 15-16). However, in example 2.3, the 
focus of the phrase ן יִּ עַע   is on the attitude of the person. The following discourse makes ר 
this clear: the person with such an attitude harms themselves by not allowing themselves 
to enjoy what they have (cf. Prov 29:6; m. ʾAbot 5:13).159 
2.4. Ben Sira 14:4-5 
 מונעַנפשוַיקבץַלאחרַובטובתוַיתבעבעַזַר
לנפשוַלמיַייטיבַולאַיקרהַבטובתַורעַ  
The one who withholds from himself gathers for another, and a stranger will 
revel in his goods. [He is] bad to himself: to whom does he do good? He does 
not meet160 with his goods. 
 
 
158 This understanding of adjective modification allows us to easily include cases which have been considered, 
at times, as noun uses of ע  .e.g. §2.3.1). See n.18 §1.1 for a brief discussion on noun and adjective categories) ר 
159 Patrick William Skehan and Alexander A. Di Lella, The Wisdom of Ben Sira: A New Translation with Notes, 
AB 39 (New York, NY: Doubleday, 1987), 259. Although it does not use the phrase ן יִּ עַע   and so was not chosen ר 
for the example above, the mishnah inm. ʾAbot 5:13 is particularly instructive about the concept of the bad 
eye referring to the attitude of a person. ַַא יַַעבַ רְּ יבְַַַֹּותדמִּ נֵׁ ָדָקהַַנֹותְּ הַַצְּ ַַַרֹוצֶּ ּתֵׁ יִּ ַיִַַַַּלַאוְַַַּןשֶּ יםַַּונּתְּ רִּ ינֹוֲַַאחֵׁ ַָרָעהַַעֵׁ
ּלַ  שֶּ יםבְּ רִּ ּתְַּ[שֶַּ]ֲַאחֵׁ יםַּוניִּ רִּ הֲַאחֵׁ ַיִַַּלֹאַאּווְּ ינֹוַןּתֵׁ ּלבְַַָּרָעהַעֵׁ ֹושֶּ  (There are four types of almsgivers: he that is minded 
to give but not that others should give—he begrudges what belongs to others; he that is minded that others 
should give but not that he should give—he begrudges what belongs to himself… [Translation from Danby]) 
160 Old Greek has εὐφρανθήσεται (enjoy). Whether or not קרַה is correct, it seems likely that it implies 




Although we might make the judgement that Nabal in 1 Samuel 25 was ן יִּ עַע   based on his ר 
actions, the phrase invites comparison with Nehemiah 9:35 where ע  directly modifies ר 
ֲעָלל  .(In Nehemiah 9, the Levites confess the sins of their forefathers (e.g. Neh 9:18, 26, 28 .מ 
When we get to 9:35, the Levites are recounting the response (or lack of response) of their 
forefathers to God’s faithful dealing with them (9:33-34).  
2.5. Nehemiah 9:35b 
בּוַמִַּ לֹא־ָשַ֔ ִֽ יוְּ לֵׁ לְּ ע  ִֽ םַָהַמ  ֖ יַםהֶּ ִֽ ָרעִּ  
…but they did not turn from their bad deeds. 
These examples demonstrate the relationship between attribution and predication, and 
construct chains when it comes to the element ע ע ,modifies. In example 2.2 ר   modifies ר 
ים ֲעָללִּ יַש deeds), but specifically those done by an) מ  ע ,man).161 In example 2.3) אִּ  modifies ר 
ן יִּ יש eye), but specifically that of an) ע  ע ,Syntactically speaking, in these examples 162.אִּ  ר 
primarily modifies the word with which it forms a construct chain. As a unit, these 
construct chains form adjectival phrases163 that modify יש  either predicatively (example אִּ
2.2) or attributively (example 2.3). 
2.2 Scope Limitations and Sampling 
The word ע  occurs a total of 540 times in the analysed text.164 This figure is made up of ר 
354165 uses in the Hebrew Bible, 55 in Ben Sira, 43 in the Judean Desert texts,  1 in the Ancient 
Hebrew inscriptions, and 87 in the Mishnah (reported henceforth in the form: [354; 55; 43; 
1; 87]). In 216 of the occurrences of ע  it syntactically modifies another ,[49 ;0 ;21 ;17 ;128] ר 
word, either attributively or predicatively. Conversely, 324 of the occurrences of ע  ;226] ר 
38; 22; 1; 38], occur in other uses without syntactically modifying another word through 
attributive or predicative relations. 
A much smaller proportion of uses of ע ע .occur as part of a construct phrase ר   occurs as ר 
part of a construct phrase 80 times [47; 7; 17; 0; 9]. In 18 of these occurrences, ע  ר 
syntactically modifies another word, either attributively or predicatively [10; 0; 5; 0; 3]. The 
 
 
161 In example 2.5 the human aspect is specified by the pronominal suffix and the verbal subject which is 
provided by the discourse (Neh 9:34). 
162 It may be valid to discuss whether either ים ֲעָללִּ עַמ  ן or ר  יִּ עַע   can properly be considered concepts to apply ר 
to non-human entities. However, the point here is that caution needs to be taken in coming to conclusions 
about the element ַע  modifies: the word it is attributed to does not necessarily provide all the information ר 
required. 
163 Or appositional phrases depending on the terminology one desires to use. ‘Syntactically speaking an 
appositional element is always an adjectival modification.’ BHRG, §29.2. 
164 This figure excludes the occurrences of ַע  .which fit the criteria for exclusion in §2.1.1 ר 
165 Five occurrences which contain semantically significant variants were added: Genesis 41:3, 4 (SP); 4Q27 




greater portion of ע  s uses in a construct phrase occur without syntactically modifying’ר 
another word through attributive or predicative relations [37; 7; 12; 0; 6]. 
2.2.1 Limiting the Analysis 
For completeness it would be ideal to analyse all 540 occurrences of ע  However, in order .ר 
to extend the scope to an analysis of the domains of use of ע  Chapters 3 and 4), the) ר 
analysis must be reduced in size. This means selecting a sample of extant uses of ע  to be ר 
analysed in detail for this stage of the analysis.166 
There are various ways a sample could be selected. The desire is for the sample to be 
representative of the use of ע  in the speaking community. Random sampling methods ר 
may be attractive for achieving a representative sample. However, these would open up 
the risk of drawing unwarranted conclusions from unusual uses of ע  based on a lack of ר 
knowledge about conventional use. In order to address this issue, groups of uses which 
share important similarities and demonstrate higher frequencies are valuable. Examining 
such uses of ע  will lower the risk of misinterpreting the unusual while helping to evaluate ר 
what the conventional use of ע  is. This should allow for both stable patterns and novel ר 
usage to be detected more easily within the categories analysed. 
2.2.2 Sampling Method 
In selecting usage groups for analysis, we must first determine what kinds of groups should 
be permitted. The sampling method aims to select groups for analysis which are of 
sufficient size and share important similarities. In addition to this, a large sample of the 
total uses of ע  around 2/3 uses) analysed in their various groupings should allow for) ר 
representativeness to be achieved. 
This method of group selection means that groups may be defined by different features. 
The single largest group of uses of ע עעַָ is in the phrase ר  ָשהַר   (to do bad). The use of ע  as ר 
the object of the verb ָעָשה is expected to have a relatively stable meaning, so this can be 
selected as one group. This is an example of a group defined based on the relationship of 
ע  .to a verb ר 
Groups may also be defined based on the relationship of ע  to a noun, or a group of words ר 
connoting a concept.167 For example, uses which modify ה ֲעשֶּ יל ,מ  ֲעלִּ ֲעָלל or ,מ   מ 
attributively, predicatively, or in construct, can be analysed together as they all convey a 
 
 
166 While all instances of ע  were analysed in the process of this work, the scope limitation means not all ר 
instances receive the same level of attention at various parts of the work. 
167 The group COGNITION (§2.3.9) includes uses where ַע  is governed by a verb, and other uses where it is ר 
governed by a noun. Nevertheless, these uses appeared to demonstrate suitable cohesion in preliminary 




similar sense: deed. Similarly, uses of ע ן) which modify body terms ר  יִּ ב ,ע  ים ,לֵׁ  etc.) can be ָפנִּ
analysed together. In the first group—words conveying deed—we may expect a similar 
element to be modified across the group due to the words being similar in meaning. In the 
second group—body terminology—we may expect to see a similar pattern of modification 
occurring, with similar kinds of elements being prototypically selected.168 By considering 
such occurrences together we are able to examine the behaviour of ע  in areas which we ר 
may expect to be logically connected. These hypotheses are tested in the analysis.169 
An important decision needs to be made concerning how to treat uses which do not 
syntactically modify another word through attributive, predicative, or construct relations. 
For many of these uses, some important detail concerning the element(s) ע  modifies is ר 
clear. In such cases they can be analysed with cases where ע  modifies words sharing those ר 
elements. Two examples demonstrate this.  
2.6. Exodus 21:7a, 8a 
ּ֖תֹוַלְַּ ת־בִּ ישַאֶּ ֶ֛ רַאִּ כֶֹ֥ מְּ י־יִּ ִֽ כִּ הוְּ ַ{...}ַָאָמָ֑  
ם־ האִּ ֶ֛יָהַַָרָעָ֞ ֵ֧יֲַאדֹנֶּ ינֵׁ עֵׁ בְּ  
If a man sells his daughter as a female slave {…} if [she is] bad in the eyes of 
her lord… 
2.7. Proverbs 24:19-20 
רַבַ  ֶ֥ ח  תְּ יםַאל־ּתִּ ָ֑ עִּ רֵׁ אַבַַָמְּ ּנֵַׁ֗ ק  יםַאל־ּתְּ  ִֽ ָשעִּ רְּ  
יתַלַָ ֣ ֣הַַאֲחרִּ יֶּ הְּ א־תִּ ִֹֽ יַ׀ַל ֹ֤ עכִּ ֖רַַָרָ֑ יםַנֵׁ ֣ ָשעִּ ְַךרְּ ָעִֽ דְּ יִּ  
Do not fret over evildoers, do not be jealous of the wicked, 
For the bad has no future, the lamp of the wicked will be extinguished. 
In the first, example 2.6, ָאָמה (female slave) is present in the discourse and provides enough 
to know ע  modifies a HUMAN discourse element. In the second, example 2.7, the structure ר 
of the verse places ע ים in semantic parallelism with ר  עִּ רֵׁ ים evildoers) and) מְּ ָשעִּ  .(wicked) רְּ
This parallelism means we expect ע  to refer to a category of HUMAN. The parallelism is ר 
made clear by the structure, in the first line there are two versets with identical 
morphological and syntactic structure. This line forms the instruction to not fret over or be 
jealous of two groups of humans placed in parallel (ים עִּ רֵׁ ים and מְּ ָשעִּ  The second line also .(רְּ
contains two sections which provide the reason for the instructions in the first line. The 
parallels are not as tightly structured; however, it describes the end of the groups 
mentioned in the first line. While we may expect different elements to be modified by ע  ר 
in examples 2.6 and 2.7, both refer to categories of human and may be treated together for 
 
 
168 Hebrew body terms are often used to describe emotions and character qualities (see §2.3.4). 




the same reason modification of body parts can be treated together: we may expect to see 
a similar pattern of modification occur across the terms. 
The selection of groupings for analysis relies in large part on the intuition of the researcher 
following an examination of all uses of ע  across the analysed texts. This was considered ר 
acceptable as the groupings themselves are not chosen to represent actual conceptual 
groups in Ancient Israelite thought, but are chosen as a way of splitting the analysis into 
manageable subsections which are likely to contain some internal cohesion. The selection 
process provides a way to analyse a sample of how ע  modifies elements while keeping ר 
occurrence numbers high enough to be relatively sure that usual uses of ע  will be taken ר 
into account and some unusual occurrences will be encountered. Table 2.1 below presents 
an ordered list of the groups that will be analysed in detail at this stage. 
All groupings selected contribute to 1% or more of the occurrence of ע  This led to an 170.ר 
analysis of how ע ע modifies elements for just over two thirds (67.6%) of the uses of ר   .ר 
However, not all groups are presented in §2.3. Analysis of groups with less than ten 
occurrences (none of which added any significant contribution to the findings) are 
presented in Appendix A. The one exception to this was the ָיה  animal) group. This group) ח 




170 It was noted above that the sample has a degree of arbitrariness to it. Another researcher may find 
additional useful groupings which contribute to greater than 1% of the occurrences of ע  or may argue for ,ר 
the inclusion of more or less items into some groupings. However, the current grouping was deemed 













ע  to do bad) 88 16.3% 88 16.3%) ָעָשהַר 
HUMAN 57 10.6% 145 26.9% 
COMMODITY 43 8.0% 198 36.7% 
BODY TERMINOLOGY 28 5.2% 226 41.9% 
ְך רֶּ  way) 23 4.3% 249 46.1%) דֶּ
 thing) 17 3.1% 261171 48.3%) ָדָבר
ם  name) 16 3.0% 277 51.3%) שֵׁ
ע רַר  עֵׁ  to purge bad) 14 2.6% 291 53.9%) בִּ
COGNITION 12 2.2% 303 56.1% 
AFFLICTION 11 2.0% 314 58.1% 
ָיה  animal) 9 1.7% 323 59.8%) ח 
ַ  spirit) 9 1.7% 332 61.5%) רּוח 
DEED 8 1.5% 340 63.0% 
ם יִּ  water) 7 1.3% 347 64.3%) מ 
TIME 6 1.1% 353 65.4% 
ר צֶּ  inclination) 6 1.1% 359 66.5%) יֵׁ
ַ  strength) 6 1.1% 365 67.6%) כֹח 
 
2.3 Analysis: How ע  Modifies Discourse Elements ר 
Due to the usual nature of adjectives as modifying a discourse element with a schematic 
semantic content (schema), the following analysis attempts to identify the elements 
modified by ע  in each of the selected groups. This allows for some attention to be paid to ר 
the schema of ע  how it modifies elements and what it evokes—and to test the—ר 
definitions of both Dohmen and Myhill (who appear to focus on what could be considered 




171 Five uses of ָדָבַר occur in the phrase ַע ר  ָדָברַ ע and so overlap with ָעָשהַ ר   only ָדָבר This means .ָעָשהַ




 (to do bad) ָעָשה ַרע  2.3.1
The most common use of ע ע in the analysed texts is ר   .[to do (the) bad [thing—ָעָשהַ)ָה(ר 
It occurs 88 times in the analysed texts [80; 1; 7; 0; 0]. This use accounts for 16.3% of the 
uses of ע  In 83% (73) of its uses, it appears with the article. In just six instances it occurs .ר 
with ע אּוָמַה thing/word) or) ָדָבר attributively modifying another word—either ר   מְּ
(anything). In three occurrences it occurs in a construct phrase with כֹל (every). Example 
2.8 (below) demonstrates the way the phrase generally appears. 
2.8. 1 Kings 11:6a 
שוַ  ֵ֧ע  הַָהַַי  ֹלֹמֶ֛ עשְּ ֖ הָוַָ֑הַר  ֣יַיְּ ינֵׁ עֵׁ בְּ  
Solomon did the bad in the eyes of the LORD.172 
Due to the nature of its occurrence as a relatively fixed phrase, it is expected these uses will 
present a relatively uniform use of ע  .ר 
Occurrences: Gen 31:29; Num 32:13; Deut 4:25; 9:18; 13:12; 17:2, 5; 19:20; 31:29; Judg 2:11; 3:7, 12 
(x2); 4:1; 6:1; 10:6; 13:1; 1 Sam 15:19; 29:7; 2 Sam 12:9; 1 Kgs 11:6; 14:22; 15:26, 34; 16:19, 25, 30; 21:20, 
25; 22:53; 2 Kgs 3:2; 8:18, 27; 13:2, 11; 14:24; 15:9, 18, 24, 28; 17:2, 11, 17; 21:2, 6, 9, 15, 16, 20; 23:32, 
37; 24:9, 19; Isa 56:2; 65:12; 66:4; Jer 7:30; 32:30; 39:12; 52:2; Mal 2:17; Ps 34:17; 51:6; Prov 2:14; 
Eccl 4:17; 8:11, 12; Neh 9:28; 13:17; 2 Chr 12:14; 21:6; 22:4; 29:6; 33:2, 6, 9, 22; 36:5, 9, 12; Sir 7:1 (C 
3r8); 1QS I,7; 1QHa VI,29; 4Q370 1i2; 4Q390 1,4; 1,9; 2i8; 11Q19 LV,16. 
2.3.1.1 Modified Element(s) 
The basic element modified by ע  .in these uses is relatively straightforward to determine ר 
ע  as in ,ָעָשה functions in 82 of these occurrences as the grammatical object of the verb ר 
example 2.8 above. In this relationship, the element it modifies, by virtue of being the 
object of the verb ָעָשה, is clearly construed as something done—an ACT. Example 2.9 
demonstrates this clearly. 
2.9. Deuteronomy 17:2b-3a 
רַ הֲַאשֶֹּ֨ ָּׁשַ֗ ישַאֹו־אִּ ֣ הַאִּ ֵ֧ ֲעשֶּ ת־ָהַי  עאֶּ ֶ֛ ַֹוַר  יתִֽ רִּ רַבְּ ֲעבֶֹ֥ יָךַל  ֖ ה־ֱאֹלהֶּ הָוִֽ יַיְּ ֶ֥ ינֵׁ עֵׁ בְּ  
ְך לֶּ יֵַׁ֗ םַו  ָ֑ חּוַָלהֶּ ֖ ּת  שְּ יִּ יםַו  ַ֔ רִּ יםֲַאחֵׁ ֣ ֱַאֹלהִּ ֲעבֹדֵ֙ ַֽי  ִֽ ו   
…a man or a woman who does the bad [thing] in the eyes of the Lord your 
God, transgressing his covenant, who went and served other gods and bowed 
down to them… 
The explanatory clause(s) in the following discourse elaborate on exactly which ע  thing ר 
is in view here. They make it clear that it is the ACT of serving other gods that is in view. 
 
 
172 These examples have been considered uses of abstract nouns. However, these can be considered 




While it might be feasible that in an ע ר   clause the element could be construed as ָעָשהַ
something made (based on the semantics of ָעָשה), this relationship never appears directly 
in the analysed texts. The closest use to this may be in Isaiah 45:7 (example 2.10). In this 
passage ע  create). However, it is) ָבָרא but of ,ָעָשה is not the grammatical object of ר 
included with the rest of the list in the demonstrative pronominal object of ָעָשה in the 
following clause (ה ּלֶּ  .(all these ,ָכל־אֵׁ
2.10. Isaiah 45:7 
הַ ֶ֥ ְךַעֹשֶּ שֶּ אַחַֹ֔ ֣ ַּובֹורֵׁ רַאֹורֵ֙ ֶ֥ אָש֖לֹוםַּויֹוצֵׁ עַַ֣בֹורֵׁ הָו֖הַָרָ֑ יַיְּ ֶ֥ הֲַאנִּ ֶ֥ ַהָכל־ֹעשֶּ ּלֶּ ִֽ אֵׁ  
[I] form light and create darkness, make peace and create bad, I am the LORD 
who makes all these. 
Thus, while it may have occurred, there are no examples in the analysed texts of ע  as the ר 
grammatical object of ָעָשה modifying the element MADE. 
In six occurrences ע  attributively modifies another word and forms part of the ר 
grammatical object of ָעָשה. As is demonstrated in examples 2.11-2.13, the inclusion of the 
noun ָדָבר (thing) or אּוָמה ע :anything) does not appear to change the element in view) מְּ  ר 
still modifies an ACT. 
2.11. Deuteronomy 17:5a 
רַ ֣ ואֲַאשֶּ הִָּ֜ הַה  ָּׁשֹ֨ ת־ָהאִּ ַאֶּ ֡הּואַאֹוֹ֩ ישַה  ֣ ת־ָהאִּ ַאֶּ אָת֣ ֹוצֵׁ הִֽ שּוַוְּ ת־ה ַָעָ֠ ראֶּ עָהַַָדָבֹ֨ ַַָרֹ֤ הֵ֙ ּזֶּ ה   
You shall bring forth that man or that woman who did this bad thing... 
2.12. Nehemiah 13:17b 
ה־ה ַ םַָמִֽ הַָלהֶַּ֗ ָר֣ רָוֹאמְּ עָהַַָדָבֹ֨ םַַָרֹ֤ ֣ רַַאּתֶּ ֣ ֲַאשֶּ הֵ֙ ּזֶּ יםַה  ַתעֹשִַּ֔ ָבִֽ ּׁש  ֹוםַה  ת־יֶ֥ יםַאֶּ ֖ לִּ ּלְּ ח  מְּ ּוִֽ  
…and I said to them, ‘What is this bad thing which you are doing, profaning 
the Sabbath day?’ 
2.13. Jeremiah 39:12 
ַאל־ יוַוְּ יםַָעָלַ֔ ֣ ַשִּ יָךֵ֙ ינֵֶּ֙ עֵׁ ּנּוַוְּ שַָקחֶַּ֗ ע  ֶ֥ ֣אּוָמהַ֖לֹוַּת  עַמְּ הַָּרָ֑ ֶ֥ ןֲַעשֵׁ ֖ יָךַכֵׁ לֶַּ֔ רַאֵׁ ֣ בֵׁ ד  ַיְּ רֵ֙ ֲאשֶּ ִֽ םַכ  יַאִּ כִַּ֗
ֹו מִֽ  עִּ
Take him and set your eyes on him. Do not do anything bad to him, but as he 
says to you, do with him. 
In examples 2.11-2.13, neither ָדָבר nor אּוָמה  contributes anything substantial to the מְּ
element ע  .is modifying. As with example 2.9 above, the element on view is still an ACT ר 
This can be seen even clearer when we consider that example 2.9 in the discourse refers to 
the same ACT as example 2.11, but without the presence of ָדָבר. 
One clausal variation which may introduce an important variation in the element is the 
presence of the beneficiary in example 2.13. However, this also occurs in other examples, 






2.14. Genesis 31:29a 
יַ ַ֔ לַָידִּ ֣ אֵׁ ש־לְּ ֹותַיֶּ ֲעשֶ֥ םַל  ֖ ָמכֶּ עעִּ ָרָ֑  
It is within my power to do bad to you. 
The presence of the beneficiary narrows the type of acts that may be on view. These are 
specifically acts directed towards another person. This may be seen as a subset of the ACT 
category rather than a different element. For example, in example 2.15, the context refers 
to one who is found to be a false witness (ר קֶּ ד־שֶּ  ָאח who planned to harm his (עֵׁ
(brother/kinsman). 
2.15. Deuteronomy 19:19a, 20b 
יו ָ֑ ָאחִּ ֲע֣שֹותַלְּ םַל  ֖ רַָזמ  ֶ֥ ֲאשֶּ ֹוַכ  םַלַ֔ יתֶּ ֣ ֲעשִּ }...{ַו   
פּוַ א־יֹסִֹּ֨ ִֹֽ ל ֹותַוְּ ֲעשָ֜ ֹודַכַ ל  רעַ֗ עָהַַָדָבֶ֥ ּזֶַַָּ֖רֶ֛ ַָךה  ִֽ בֶּ רְּ קִּ הַבְּ  
You will do to him as he planned to do to his brother {…} and they will no 
longer do such a bad thing as this within you. 
The ‘bad thing’ on view here is acting with the intent to harm another, specifically through 
being a false witness. In verse 19 it is made clear that the ACT is one which has a beneficiary. 
Therefore, ע ר   can refer to an ACT which has a beneficiary without the beneficiary ָעָשהַ
being stated within the ע  .clause ָעָשהַר 
2.3.1.2 Modifying the Element(s) 
Now that we have established what the modified element is, we may ask how the element 
is modified by ע ע What schematic content does .ר   ,contribute to its clause? In some uses ר 
ע  appears to indicate a negative evaluation of an ACT. We can see this use appearing in ר 
example 2.16. 
2.16. Isaiah 65:12b 
םַ ָ֑ ּתֶּ עְּ מ  אַשְּ ֹ֣ ל יַוְּ ּתִּ רְּ ֖ ב  םַדִּ יתֶַּ֔ אֲַענִּ ֹ֣ ל ַוְּ יֵ֙ אתִּ ןַָקָרֵ֙ ֹ֤ע  ּוַָהַי  ֲעשֹ֤ ּת  ַו  עֵ֙ יַר  ינ ַ֔ עֵׁ יַבְּ ּתִּ צְּ ֖ א־ָחפ  ִֹֽ רַל ֶ֥ ֲאשֶּ ּוב 
ם ִֽ ּתֶּ רְּ ח   בְּ
…because I called and you did not answer, I spoke and you did not hear, you 
did the bad in my eyes and what I did not delight in, you chose. 
The clausal parallel between the ָעָשה (to do) clause and ץ  to delight) clause strengthens) ָחפֵׁ
a reading in which ע  .forms a negative evaluation—something which one does not like ר 





2.17. 1 Samuel 29:6b-7 
י־ הַכִּ הָוָ֞ י־יְּ רח  הַוְַַָּיָש֣ יַ֣טֹובַַאָּתַ֗ ינ  עֵׁ ַבְָּ֠ ָךֵ֙ יַבְּ ִֽ אתִּ א־ָמָצֹ֤ ִֹֽ יַל הַכִָּ֠ ֲחנֶַּ֔ מ  ִֽ ַב  יֵ֙ ּתִּ ַאִּ ַּובֲֹאָךֹ֤ ָךֹ֨ אתְּ הַצֵׁ ָרָעַ֔
ָ֑הַּו ּזֶּ ֣יֹוםַה  ד־ה  יַע  ֖ ל  ַאֵׁ ֹוםַבֲֹאָךֶ֥ יֶ֛ יםַמִּ ֖ ָרנִּ ּסְּ יַה  ֶ֥ ינֵׁ עֵׁ ֹובבְּ א־טֶ֥ ִֹֽ ָאִָּֽתהַל  
אַ־ ִֹֽ ל ֹוםַוְּ ָשלָ֑ ְ֣ךַבְּ לֵׁ הַ֖שּובַוְּ ָּתֶ֥ ע  הוְּ ֣ ֲעשֶּ עַַת  יםָרַ֔ ִֽ ּתִּ שְּ לִּ יַפְּ ֶ֥ נֵׁ רְּ ֖יַס  ינֵׁ עֵׁ בְּ  
‘As the LORD lives, you are upright, so it is good in my eyes that you come and 
go with me in the army,173 because I have not found wrong in you from the day 
you came to me until this day. However, in the eyes of the princes you are not 
good. Now, turn and go in peace. Do not do a bad [thing] in the eyes of the 
princes of the Philistines. 
In this example, the Philistine king Achish provides an evaluation of David (and the reason 
for it) as the reason for his declaring a certain course of action as ‘good in his eyes’. 
However, the Philistine princes have given a different evaluation for a different reason (1 
Sam 29:4-5). They reason that David, a renowned Israelite warrior, will turn on them in 
battle to gain Saul’s favour. This leads to their evaluation of him as ‘not good’ and 
consequently his fighting in the battle is ‘bad in their eyes’. 
We may question whether ע  ,profiles a negative evaluation, or simply the negative quality ר 
with the evaluation aspect being driven by the phrase י ינֵׁ עֵׁ  in the eyes of). Indeed, some) בְּ
uses appear to make a clear case for ע  being something that should go beyond individual ר 
evaluations, to what is more generally recognised. We see this in example 2.18. 
2.18. Malachi 2:17b 
םַָכל־ כֶַּ֗ ֱאָמרְּ הבֶּ שֵׁ עַַעֹֹ֨ הַַ֣טֹוַבָרָ֜ הָוַ֗ ֣יַיְּ ינֵׁ עֵׁ ַ֣הּואַ׀ַבְּ םֵ֙ ץּוָבהֶּ ָחפֵַׁ֔  
…when you say, ‘All doers of bad are good in the eyes of the LORD, and in them 
he delights.’ 
The implication in example 2.18 is that there is a certain verifiable or objective standard 
against which certain acts can be recognised as ע  Without such a standard it would not .ר 
be outrageous to suggest that the LORD considers such people to be טֹוב (good). This 
example appears to provide counter evidence to Myhill’s subjective ע  .ר 
Example 2.19 provides more in support of this, suggesting an ACT, objectively evaluated as 
ע  .which the LORD opposes ,ר 
2.19. Psalm 34:17 
ַ֭הָוהַבְַּ ֣יַיְּ נֵׁ יַפְּ שֵׁ עַעֹ֣ םָרָ֑ ָרִֽ כְּ ץַזִּ רֶּ ֣ אֶּ יתַמֵׁ ֖ רִּ כְּ ה  לְּ  
The face of the LORD is against doers of bad, to cut their remembrance off from 
the land. 
ע  may also be used to evoke a scale. Whereas in example 2.18, what is evoked is the ר 
distinct, objective, line between ע ע in example 2.20, a scale of ,טֹוב and ר    .is evoked ר 
 
 




2.20. 2 Kings 21:9 
ַ הֵ֙ ּׁשֶּ נ  םַמְּ ֹ֤ עֵׁ תְּ י  עּוַו  ָ֑ אַָשמֵׁ ֹ֖ ל ֲע֣שֹותַוְּ ת־ָהַל  עאֶּ ן־ה ַַָֹ֨רַ֔ יַמִּ ֶ֥ נֵׁ ֖יַבְּ נֵׁ פְּ הַמִּ הָוַ֔ ידַיְּ ֣ מִּ שְּ ַהִּ רֵ֙ םֲַאשֶּ ּגֹויִַּ֔
ַל ִֽ ָראֵׁ שְּ  יִּ
They did not listen, and Manasseh led them astray to do worse than the 
nations whom the LORD had destroyed before the children of Israel. 
The scale is clear in example 2.20 through use of the comparative ן  construction. In this מִּ
scale one group may be said to ACT in a way that is to a greater degree ע  i.e. worse) than) ר 
another. 
All uses of the ע ר   clause in the analysed texts appear to fit in with this general ָעָשהַ
description of ע  a simple negative modification of the element ACT. Furthermore, there :ר 
was some evidence to suggest that ע  is used in an objective fashion. It appears to be used ר 
in both objective and subjective ways.174 Additionally, evidence points to ע  having the ר 
flexibility to evoke a scale of severity (example 2.20) or simply a category (e.g. example 
2.18). 
2.3.2 HUMAN 
The next most common use of ע  in the selected groupings is when it modifies a HUMAN ר 
discourse element. This accounts for 57 (10.6%) occurrences of ע  ;in the analysed texts [37 ר 
14; 0; 0; 6]. In 33 of these occurrences, ע  appears without syntactically modifying another ר 
word either attributively or predicatively. In the remaining 26 occurrences ע  modified a ר 
range of words including: ָאב (father), יַש ָּׁשה ,(human) ָאָדַם ,(man) אִּ ַת ,(woman) אִּ  ב 
(daughter), דֹור (generation), ָהָמן (Haman), ר ק ,(companion) ָחבֵׁ לֶּ ָפָחַ ,(lot) חֵׁ שְּ המִּ  (family), 
ד בֶּ ָדה ,(slave) עֶּ ר ,(congregation) עֵׁ ַם ,(Er) עֵׁ ן ,(people) ע   neighbour). This variation in) ָשכֵׁ
this group immediately alerts us to the likelihood that we will find multiple HUMAN 
discourse elements. 
Occurrences: Gen 13:13; 28:8; 38:7; Exod 21:8; Num 11:1, 10; 14:27, 35; Deut 1:35; 1 Sam 30:22; 
Jer 2:33; 6:29; 8:3; 12:14; 13:10; 15:21; Ezek 7:24; 30:12; Ps 10:15; 140:2; Job 21:30; 35:12; Prov 2:12; 
4:14; 6:24; 11:21; 12:12, 13; 14:19; 15:3; 17:11; 24:20; 28:5; 29:6; Esth 7:6; Neh 2:1; 1 Chr 2:3; Sir 6:1 (A 
2r6); 11:33 (A 4v25); 12:4 (A 5r5); 12:6 (A 5r5); 14:6 (A 5v25); 31:24 (B 4v6); 33:27 (E 1v16); 37:3 
(B 7r11), 11 (B 7v3); 39:25 (B 9r13)*, 27 (B 9r16)*; 41:5 (B 10v14); 42:5 (Mas1h 4:11), 6 (B 11v8); m. 




174 Given that words always (or almost always) move from objective to subjective meanings (subjectification), 
but not the other way around, finding evidence for objectivity disconfirms Myhill’s arguments. Hollmann 
demonstrates subjectification with the example of very in Middle English which referred to truth (i.e. very 




2.3.2.1 Modified Element(s) 
A common element that ע ע ,modifies in this group is HUMAN(BEHAVIOUR). That is ר   ר 
qualifies a human with respect to their behaviour. This can be shown in a number of 
configurations. In example 2.21, ע  modifies HUMAN(BEHAVIOUR) and does not syntactically ר 
modify another word through attributive, predicative, or construct relations. 
2.21. Job 21:30-31 
ְךַ שֶּ ָח֣ ידַיֵׁ ַ֭ ֣יֹוםַאֵׁ יַלְּ ֹ֤ עַכִּ לַּוָרָ֑ ֖יֹוםֲַעָב֣רֹותַיּוָבִֽ לְּ  
ֹוַ כָ֑ רְּ ל־ָפָנ֣יוַד  ידַע  ֣ ּגִּ י־י  ִֽ ֹומִּ ם־לִֽ ּלֶּ ש  יַיְּ ֣ הַמִּ ָשַ֗ ּוא־ָע  הִֽ וְּ  
That the bad one is spared on the day of calamity, they are carried [i.e. rescued] 
on the day of wrath? Who will declare his way to his face, and who will repay 
him [for] what he has done? 
ע כֹו here clearly modifies a human. Furthermore, from verse 31, we can see that it is ר  רְּ  his) ד 
way) or pattern of behaviour and what he has done (ָעָשה) which is in view. In this case, 
the element in view is the BEHAVIOUR of the human.175 That is, the combinative use of ע  ר 
here refers to people who act in ways that are considered bad. 
HUMAN(BEHAVIOUR) is also commonly in view when יש  .is modified אִּ
2.22. Genesis 13:13 (cf. Gen 18:20, 23-32) 
םַוְַּ דַֹ֔ יַסְּ ֣ שֵׁ יםַַאנְּ ֖ דָרעִּ ֹאִֽ יהָו֖הַמְּ יםַל  ָ֑ ָטאִּ ח  וְּ  
The men of Sodom were bad and great sinners to the LORD. 
2.23. Ben Sira 37:10-11 (Sir D 1r14, 17b) 
{...}ַאלַתועץ  
עלַגמילותַחסַדרעַאישַעםַ  
Do not consult {…} with a bad man concerning repayment for loyalty. 
In these examples, the discourse indicates that the BEHAVIOUR of the person(s) is in view. 
In example 2.22, this is indicated by ים ָטאִּ  and clarified for the modern reader by the ,ח 
discussion between the LORD and Abraham in Genesis 18:20, 23-32. In example 2.23, the 
instruction implies an ע ישַר   will not give good advice concerning repayment for loyalty אִּ
because of bias.176 
We also see this element in the following mishnaic use where ע  .(father) ָאב modifies ר 
 
 
175 It is, at times, difficult to differentiate between ACT and BEHAVIOUR as they commonly sit together (see §2.3.5 
and §A.2). However, in the context here, what is important is the pattern of behaviour rather than an isolated 
ACT: the comment concerns those who gain power through oppression as in verse 28 ֶַ֥ יבַַהַאיֵׁ ָ֑ ית־ָנדִּ ַלַהַאיֵַַׁ֗וְַַּבֵׁ הֶּ ַֹאֹ֤
כְַּמִַַַּ׀ ַַַ֬נֹוַתשְּ יםָשַרְּ ִֽ עִּ  (Where is the house of the prince, and where is the tent of the dwellings of the wicked 
ones?). 
176 The series of people Ben Sira says not to consult with contrast with the one who always fears God in 37:12. 
For context, two other items in the list demonstrating bias are: עםַאשהַאלַצרתה (with a woman concerning 




2.24. m. Nedarim 9:3b 
ַ יתַשֶּ לֹונִּ פְּ אַלִּ יַנֹושֵׁ נִּ אֵׁ סַשֶּ ׳ַקּוּנ  יָאמ  עַָהַָאבִּ ִֽ תַ]אֹו[ַר  רּוַלֹוַמֵׁ שּוָבהָאמְּ ָעָשהַתְּ שֶּ  
[If] he said, ‘Qonas177 if I marry a certain one because her father is bad.’ They 
said to him, ‘He died.’ or that ‘He repented.’ 
In example 2.24, the HUMAN(BEHAVIOUR) element can be deduced by the reference to שּוָבַה  ּתְּ
(repentance)—turning from behaviour—which negates the vow made on the basis of the 
father being ע  .ר 
While what constitutes ע ע HUMAN(BEHAVIOUR) may differ, when ר   modifies a human ר 
female, it appears that behaviour is often in view. 
2.25. Jeremiah 2:33 
ַ֖ כֵׁ רְּ יַד  בִּ ֶ֥ יטִּ ה־ּתֵׁ ת־ָהַמ  ֣םַאֶּ ַּג  ןֵ֙ הַָלכֵׁ שַַאֲהָבָ֑ ֣ ּקֵׁ ב  ֹותְךַלְּ ְךַָרעַ֔ יִּ ָרָכִֽ ת־דְּ יַאֶּ ּתְּ דְּ ֖ מ  לִּ  
How well you direct178 your way to seek love that you179 have even taught the 
bad women your ways. 
It is somewhat enigmatic as to who the bad women are. However, from the context it seems 
that they are understood here as women who seek illicit relationships. In this passage Israel 
is personified as a bride (Jer 2:2) who has turned away from her husband to seek illicit 
relationships—representing the people’s turning to other gods. It is presented as 
remarkable that they are even able to teach the ָרעֹות (bad women) their ways—suggesting 
that they know the business of the ָרעֹות better than the ָרעֹות do. This use, then, appears to 
favour the element of HUMAN(BEHAVIOUR)—specifically sexual behaviour. This can also be 
seen in example 2.26. 
2.26. Proverbs 6:24-25a 
ָךַמֵַׁ ָמרְּ שְּ תלִּ שֶּ ֣ עַַאֵׁ ַהָרָ֑ ָיִֽ רִּ ֹוןַָנכְּ תַָלשֶ֥ ַ֗ ק  לְּ חֶּ ִֽ מֵׁ  
ָך ָ֑ ָבבֶּ לְּ ָיּהַבִּ פְּ דַָיַ֭ ֹמ֣ חְּ  ַאל־ּת 
…to keep you from the bad woman, from the smooth foreign tongue. Do not 
desire her beauty in your heart… 
In this example, the bad woman (lit. woman of bad)180 refers to a woman who pursues illicit 
relationships, implying the element HUMAN(BEHAVIOUR). This is made clear by (among 
 
 
177 Vocalic substitute for ‘Qorban’, ‘used for a vow of abstinence’. See Jastrow, קֹוָנַס and קֹוָנם. 
178 See DCH, 5 ,יטב. 
179 This translation follows the Qere which, syntactically speaking, makes sense of the passage. The Ketiv and 
Qere forms may represent differences between the written and oral traditions of the text as transmitted since 
the texts were composed. Yosef Ofer, The Masora on Scripture and Its Methods (Berlin; Boston: De Gruyter, 
2018), 85–107. 
180 This is an unusual way for the relationship between noun and adjective to be expressed. One might 
interpret it as the wife of a bad man. However, it is the more natural reading to see ע ָּׁשה as qualifying ר   and אִּ




other things) the command not to desire her beauty, and later (Prov 6:29) the reference to 
one who comes (ָבא הּו) to the wife of his neighbour (ה  עֵׁ תַרֵׁ שֶּ  .(אֵׁ
In example 2.27, the modified element is still HUMAN(BEHAVIOUR), but the focus may be 
wider than in examples 2.24-2.25 where sexually illicit behaviour was on view. 
2.27. Ben Sira 42:1b, 6a (Sir B 11v3b, 8a) 
{...}ַאךַעלַאלהַאלַתבוש  
חותםַחכַםרעהַאשהַעלַ  
Only concerning these [things] you should not be ashamed {…} of putting a 
wise seal on a bad wife. 
This example from Ben Sira refers to using a seal to prevent a bad wife from leaving home.181 
In this sense the element being modified is most likely HUMAN(BEHAVIOUR) with the 
behaviour being anything which an ָּׁשה  wife) may be considered (by the ancient) אִּ
Israelite) likely to do if she is ע  and permitted to leave home.182 ר 
Uses of people groups also appear to modify the element BEHAVIOUR. 
2.28. Deuteronomy 1:35183 
הַה ַ ּלֶּ יםַָהאֵַׁ֔ ֣ ַָבֲאָנשִּ ישֵ֙ הַאִּ ֶ֥ אֶּ רְּ ם־יִּ ֹוראִּ עָהַַדֶ֥ יַַָר֖ ּתִּ עְּ ב ַ֔ שְּ רַנִּ ֣ הֲַאשֶּ טֹוָבַ֔ ץַה  תַָהָא֣רֶּ ָ֑הַאֵׁ ּזֶּ ה 
ם ִֽ יכֶּ ֲאבֹתֵׁ תַל  ֖  ָלתֵׁ
Not one of these men, this bad generation will see the good land which I swore 
to give to your fathers… 
2.29. Jeremiah 13:10a, c 
ַָהַ הַָהַָעםֹ֩ ּזֶֹּ֨ עה  ַַַָ֗רָ֜ ָבר  ת־דְּ ַאֶּ ֣מֹוע  שְּ יםַ׀ַלִּ ֣ ֲאנִּ מֵׁ ִֽ ַםַ{...}ַיה  ָד֖ ָעבְּ יםַלְּ ַ֔ רִּ יםֲַאחֵׁ ֣ ֱַאֹלהִּ יֵ֙ ּוַַאֲִֽחרֵׁ כַ֗ לְּ יֵׁ ו   
This bad people, who refuse to hear my words {…} and went after other gods 
to serve them… 
In examples 2.28 and 2.29, HUMAN(BEHAVIOUR) is clearly in view. In example 2.28, the event 
being described which justifies the label ע  is the behaviour of the Israelites in refusing to ר 
trust the Lord by fighting the Amorites (Deut 1:27-33). In example 2.29, the people are 
labelled as those who served other gods—their behaviour being on view. 





181 Skehan and Di Lella, The Wisdom of Ben Sira, 482. 
182 It’s possible that in addition to sexual misconduct, misconduct of speech (and possibly other areas) are in 
view. Misconduct of speech is viewed as a negative quality for a wife in Proverbs 21:9 || 25:24 (ים ָינִּ דְּ תַמִּ שֶּ  ,אֵׁ
wife of quarrelling) and Ben Sira 25:20 (Sir C 5r12-5v2 = אשתַלשון, wife of tongue). 




2.30. Genesis 28:8-9 
יַ ֶ֥ וַכִּ ָשַ֔ אַעֵׁ ַֽ֣רְּ י  קַָר֖עֹותַו  ָחֶ֥ צְּ ֖יַיִּ ינֵׁ עֵׁ ןַבְּ ָנָ֑ע  ֣נֹותַכְּ יַובְּ ִֽ ָאבִּ  
ל וַאֶּ ָש֖ ְךַעֵׁ ֶ֥לֶּ יֵׁ לַ־ו  ֹותַע  ָביֶ֛ ֹותַנְּ םֲַאחֵ֧ ָרָהָ֜ ן־ַאבְּ אלַבֶּ ָמעֵֹׁ֨ שְּ ת־יִּ תַ׀ַב  ֣ ת־ָמֲחל  ִֽ חַאֶּ ֡ ּק  יִּ אלַו  ָ֑ ָמעֵׁ שְּ ־יִּ
ה ָּׁשִֽ אִּ ֹוַלְּ יוַלֶ֥  ָנָש֖
Esau saw that the daughters of Canaan [i.e. Esau’s Canaanite wives] were bad 
in the eyes of Isaac his father. [So] Esau went to Ishmael and he took Mahalat, 
daughter of Ishmael, son of Abraham, sister of Nebaiot, as his wife in addition 
to his [other] wives. 
In this example it seems more likely that the reason for the women being considered ע  is ר 
related to kinship (Gen 27:46-28:2). Endogamous marriages (within the kinship group) 
were generally preferred over exogamous marriages among the Ancient Israelite people 
group: 184 Isaac’s father, Abraham, instructed his servant to find a wife for Isaac from among 
his family, specifically saying that he should not find a wife from ַי ֲענִּ נ  נֹותַכְּ  the daughters) בְּ
of the Canaanites; Gen 24:3-4). Here then, the element is HUMAN(KINSHIP), this is made 
explicit by the use of ן ָנע   of Canaan) not to mention Esau’s solution to the problem: an) כְּ
endogamous marriage within Abraham’s wider descendants.185 
There is one use which appears to modify the element of APPEARANCE. 
2.31. Nehemiah 2:1b-2 
ְךַוְַּ לֶּ מֶַּ֔ ָנ֣הַל  ּתְּ ַָואֶּ ןֵ֙ יִּ י ֵ֙ ת־ה  אַאֶּ ָּׂשֹ֤ יַָואֶּ יתִּ ֶ֥ עַלֹא־ָהיִּ ֖ יַור  ָפָנִֽ לְּ  
ַ׀ַ ֣דּוע  ְךַמ  לֶּ מֶָּ֜ יַה  ַלִֹּ֨ רֹ֩ יֹאמֶּ ֣יו  יםַָךַָפנֶּ םַָרעִַּ֗ ֖ י־אִּ הַכִּ יןַזֶַּ֔ ֣ הַאֵׁ ָ֣ךַחֹולֶַּ֔ ינְּ ִֽ ַאֵׁ ַאָּתהֵ֙ ַוְּ ִֽ ע  בַרֹ֣ ָ֑ אַלֵׁ יָר֖ ָואִּ
ד ֹאִֽ הַמְּ ֶ֥ בֵׁ רְּ  ה 
I took the wine and gave it to the king. I had not been bad in his presence 
[before].186 The king said to me, ‘Why is your face bad? You are not sick, this 
can be nothing but badness of heart.’ I was very afraid. 
In example 2.31, it is clear that the initial use of ע  ,(which modifies the speaker (Nehemiah ,ר 
is describing the state of having a bad face, badness of heart, or both. This can be profitably 




184 Exogamous marriages build relationships with other people groups (Gen 34:9-10, 16). Conversely, 
endogamous marriages strengthen existing relationships. Victor Harold Matthews and Don C. Benjamin, 
Social World of Ancient Israel, 1250-587 BCE (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 1993), 13–17. Howell and 
Paris suggest that Jacob and Rachel were defending the patrilineage by taking the birth right and blessing. 
Brian M. Howell and Jenell Paris, Introducing Cultural Anthropology: A Christian Perspective, 2nd ed. (Grand 
Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2019), 173–74. 
185 This concept is recognised by commentators, but not explained explicitly in terms of KINSHIP. For example 
see Bruce K Waltke, Genesis: A Commentary (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 2001), 383; Gordon J. Wenham, 
Genesis 16-50, WBC 2 (Waco, TX: Word Books, Publisher, 1994), 214. 





2.32. Ben Sira 13:25 (Sir A 5v19) 
רעוַאםַלטובַואםַלפניאנושַישנאַלבַ  
The heart of a person will change his face, whether for good or for bad. 
From this statement in Ben Sira and from a similar one in Proverbs (15:13), it seems that 
there was considered to be a direct link between appearance and internal state. Thus, it 
seems reasonable that in example 2.31, the first use of ע  which modifies a HUMAN rather—ר 
than BODY PART—is referring to appearance.187 Because of his ע  APPEARANCE, the king ר 
presumes his internal state is also bad (ב ַלֵׁ   188.(רֹע 
Example 2.33 displays another use in which the modified element does not appear to be 
limited to BEHAVIOUR. 
2.33. Exodus 21:7a, 8a, c 
ּ֖תֹוַלְַּ ת־בִּ ישַאֶּ ֶ֛ רַאִּ כֶֹ֥ מְּ י־יִּ ִֽ כִּ הוְּ }...ַ{ַָאָמָ֑  
ּה דֹו־ָבִֽ גְּ בִּ ּהַ}...{ַבְּ ָדָ֑ פְּ הֶּ ּהַוְּ ָעָד֖ ר־לַֹא189ַיְּ ֶ֛יָהֲַאשֶּ ֵ֧יֲַאדֹנֶּ ינֵׁ עֵׁ הַבְּ ם־ָרָעָ֞  אִּ
If a man sells his daughter as a female slave {…} if [she is] bad in the eyes of 
her lord so that190 he has not designated her, then he shall let her be redeemed 
{…} because he has behaved treacherously with her. 
Here the element appears to be some aspect concerning which a person who is an ָאָמַה 
might be evaluated. The discourse lacks information that might help us evaluate the 
element more specifically than this. It appears that the sale is expected to end in marriage 
or concubinage, either to her master (ָאדֹון) or his son (Exod 21:9).191 If her master does not 
designate her it is a breach of the contract so ‘he has behaved treacherously’. In this case, 
it seems that ע  refers to anything negative which may lead to the master neglecting to ר 
designate the ָאָמה. This points to a general view of ע  as modifying any element applicable ר 
by the ancient Israelite culture to the ָאָמה: that is, something which makes their master 
consider them unsuitable.192 
The evidence has shown that when ע  directly modifies a HUMAN, the specific elements it ר 
modifies vary. Identified elements include: BEHAVIOUR, KINSHIP, and APPEARANCE. In 
addition, example 2.33 provides an example where the element might simply be anything 
 
 
187 Cf. Nehemiah 2:3 which further strengthens the case for this use referring to APPEARANCE. 
188 See §2.3.4 for more on BODY PART usage. 
189 Qere reads לֹו (who has designated her to himself). לֹא appears to make more sense of the description 
‘behaved treacherously’ because in that case he would be expected to ‘designate’ her, but he has not. 
190 The result use of ר  as a subordinating conjunction is considered rare. However, it makes the most sense ֲאשֶּ
of this clause as it explains the actions of the lord (ָאדֹון) which could be considered treacherous (ָבָגד). BHRG, 
§36.3.1.1.5.b. 
191 Scholarly opinion is divided on whether the ָאָמַה should be considered a wife or concubine. T. Desmond 
Alexander, Exodus, ApOTC 2 (London: Apollos, 2017), 475. 
192 Propp suggests that this may include unattractiveness. This seems plausible. William H. C. Propp, ed., 




applicable to a human with the role in question (ָאָמה). Therefore, this range of elements 
likely indicates that ע  may modify any element applicable to a human or the role in which ר 
that human is described. The element is not specified by the use of ע  but by the cognitive ,ר 
context of the use. 
While the elements of BEHAVIOUR, KINSHIP, and APPEARANCE are described as single elements, 
this does not imply uniformity. Variation is seen in the elements described as 
HUMAN(BEHAVIOUR). In the examples specific behaviours were sometimes clear from the 
surrounding discourse (e.g. sexual behaviour, examples 2.25-2.26), whereas at other times 
it seemed more general (e.g. example 2.27). Where behaviours are not specified, it is 
expected that cognitive context more widely may provide the context required (i.e. 
through cultural categories). That is to say, some things considered by the ancient Israelite 
to be ע ע father) to do would not overlap with things considered) ָאב for an ר  ָּׁשַה for an ר   אִּ
(woman/wife) to do. This is due to the expected duties/roles of different groups within 
society. 
2.3.2.2 Modifying the Element(s) 
As with many of the cases of ע ע use, in some of the cases where ָעָשהַר   modifies HUMAN ר 
discourse elements it is clearly a negative judgement. In Genesis 28:8 (example 2.30) which 
modifies KINSHIP, the women are said to be bad ָחק צְּ יַיִּ ינֵׁ עֵׁ  in the eyes of Isaac). This refers) בְּ
to a negative judgement of their KINSHIP status by Isaac. Similarly, in Exodus 21:8 (example 
2.33) the ָאָמה (female slave) is said to be evaluated ַיָה יֲַאדֹנֶּ ינֵׁ עֵׁ  in the eyes of her lord). In) בְּ
example 2.33, it seems that the evidence is in favour of seeing this as any negative 
judgement of the ָאָמה which would make her lord want to get rid of her.193 
While ע  appears to have more specific use in other cases, this can usually be attributed to ר 
the discourse. For example, in Jeremiah 2:33 (example 2.25), although ָרעֹות does not 
directly modify any term, the discourse makes clear that illicit sexual behaviour is in view. 
It is natural then, that this use should be interpreted in light of what bad things are being 
discussed in the discourse: that is, the women are evaluated negatively with respect to 
sexual behaviour (the element determined from discourse).194 
 
 
193 This last bit can be seen from Exodus 21:8 specifying that under such conditions the ָאָמה should be able to 
be redeemed, or, if he treats her poorly, set free for nothing (Exod 21:11). That is, her master must want to be 
rid of her without a chance of financial gain. 
194 It may be that ָרעֹוַת refers to a specific category of people in ancient Israelite thought. This is attractive 
because the text appears to refer to a known group. However, this cannot be established or discredited from 
the available evidence. Regardless, it is clear from the discourse that the ָרעֹות in example 2.24 are women 




In many cases, an objective moral meaning may be implied. It might be argued that the 
term means something akin to ‘evil’. However, in such cases the objective sense may be 
adequately derived from the text. Where the discourse lacks reference to subjectivity, 
appearing to present an evaluation which has no indication that the reader may disagree, 
we may reasonably take ע  :to be objective in use. Ben Sira 12:2-4 is a good example of this ר 




Do good to the righteous and find a reward, if not from him, from the LORD. 
There is nothing good for the one who gives rest195 to the wicked, he does not 
even do an act of charity. Give to the good, and withhold from the bad. 
In example 2.34, the righteous, the wicked, the good, and the bad are all groups which the 
reader is expected to be able to identify. The writer assumes that the reader will identify 
the same people as them and in the preceding discourse presents objective outcomes 
which the negative groups bring about.196 
From the evidence, there is no clear reason to believe that ע  modifies HUMAN discourse ר 
elements beyond the simple negative modification which was seen in §2.3.1.2. The 
combinative meaning appears to be governed by the elements (and what is considered by 
the ancient Israelite to be a negative qualification of the element), with ע  contributing a ר 
negative judgement of that element. 
2.3.3 COMMODITY 
A more difficult grouping to determine concerns elements that relate to common 
commodities.197 These uses account for around 43 (8.0%) occurrences of ע  in the analysed ר 
texts [20; 1; 2; 0; 20]. In 21 of these occurrences, 13 of which are in the Mishnah, ע  appears ר 
without syntactically modifying another word attributively, predicatively, or through a 
construct relation. In the remaining 23 occurrences, it modified the following words: ַץ רֶּ  אֶּ
 
 
195 This translation treats מנוח verbally. This makes the most sense of the passage, and is supported by Skehan, 
and Parker and Abegg. Skehan and Di Lella, The Wisdom of Ben Sira, 242; Oaktree Software, ‘Ben Sira English’, 
eds. Benjamin H. Parker and Martin G. Jr. Abegg, 2008, 
https://www.accordancebible.com/store/details/?pid=BENSIRA-E. 
196 For example, Ben Sira 11:34a reads לאַתדבקַלרשַעַויסלַףַדרכךַויהפכךַמבריתיך (Do not cling to a wicked 
[person], he will subvert your way and turn you from your covenant). 
197 It was difficult to determine how to treat land. King and Stager point out that ‘Land was inalienable (at 
least in principle) and was not a commodity but patrimony, subject to the customary rules of inheritance.’ 
King and Stager, Life in Biblical Israel, 193. However, technically land could still be sold, it just could not be 
sold irrevocably (Lev 25:23-28). Therefore, land was included with the commodities. Technically, human 
categories such as slaves might also be included in this group. These will not be considered here because they 




(land), ָבָצל (onion), ן יִּ ֲאָכל ,(wine) י  ה ,(food) מ  אֶּ רְּ  ,(place) ָמקֹום ,(a coin) ָמָעה ,(appearance) מ 
ה ע ,(dwelling) ָנוֶּ ט  ח ,(cow) ָפָרה ,(plant) נֶּ מ  ָנה ,(plant) צֶּ אֵׁ   .(fig) ּתְּ
Occurrences: Gen 41:3 (x2),198 4 (x2),199 19, 20, 21, 27; Lev 27:10 (x2), 12, 14, 33; Num 13:19, 20:5; 
Jer 24:2, 3 (x2), 8; Prov 20:14; Sir 3:28 (Sir A 1r18); 4Q365 32,7; HazGab 22*; m. Ter. 2:6 (x4); 
6:6; m. Ketub. 13:10 (x3); m. Ned. 9:8 (x2); m. B. Meṣ. 4:1 (x2); m. B. Bat. 5:6 (x4); m. ʿArak. 9:2; 
m. Meʿil. 6:4 (x2); m. Zabim 2:2. 
2.3.3.1 Modified Element(s) 
It is obvious at a glance that multiple elements are being modified in this group. It is logical 
that the relevant element(s) for ץ רֶּ ֲאָכל land) will be different from) אֶּ  ָמָעַה food), or) מ 
(coin). A small selection of examples from this group is provided below (examples 2.35-
2.37). This will be followed by an examination of some less straightforward cases. 
2.35. Leviticus 27:32-33b 
טַ בֶּ ָּׁשָ֑ תַה  ח  ֣ רַּת  ֲעבֹ֖ ר־י  לֲַאשֶּ אןַכֶֹ֥ ַֹ֔ ַָוצ רַָבָקרֵ֙ ֹ֤ ש  עְּ ָכל־מ  יַוְּ ֕ ירִּ ֲעשִּ ַהָהִֽ יהָוִֽ ִֽ שַל  דֶּ ה־ּקֹ֖ יֶּ הְּ ִֽ יִּ  
ין־ ִֽ רַבֵׁ ֶ֛ ּקֵׁ ב  אַיְּ ֵֹ֧ ֹובל עלַַָטֶ֥ ֖ ּנַּוַר  ָ֑ ירֶּ מִּ אַיְּ ֹ֣ ל וְּ  
For every tithe of the herd and flock, every tenth which passes under the staff 
will be holy to the Lord. One shall not seek [to distinguish] between good and 
bad, nor substitute for it. 
In this example the syntactic referent is י ירִּ  (herd) ָבָקר the tenth). It includes both) ָהֲעשִּ
animals and צֹאן (flock) animals. Therefore, the element is LIVESTOCK and is general with 
respect to class of livestock. 
2.36. Numbers 20:5 
ל־ה ַ נּוַאֶּ יאַֹאָתַ֔ ֣ ָהבִּ םַלְּ יִּ ַ֔ ר  צְּ מִּ ַמִּ נּוֵ֙ ית ֵ֙ ֱעלִּ ִֽ הַהֶּ ָלָמֹ֤ ֹוםוְּ עָהַַָמקֶ֥ ָנֹ֤הַַָר֖ אֵׁ עַּותְּ ר  ֣קֹוםַזֶַּ֗ אַ׀ַמְּ ֹ֣ ָ֑הַל ּזֶּ ה 
ֹו מַ֔ רִּ ַוְּ ןֵ֙ פֶּ גֵֶּ֙ ֹוַתוְּ ּתִֽ שְּ ןַלִּ םַַא֖יִּ יִּ ֶ֥ ןַּומ   
Why have you made us come up from Egypt, to bring us to this bad place? It is 
not a place of fig and vine and pomegranate, and there is no water to drink! 
In this example the element is clearly LAND, specifically viewed with reference to its arable 
quality. 
2.37. m. Terumot 2:6b 
ןַה ַ יּלּוַמִּ הֲַאפִּ לַזֶּ הַע  זֶּ רֹוםַמִּ תְּ ירֹוַלֹאַיִּ ֲחבֵׁ םַב  ַאיִּ לְּ הּואַכִּ ָללַָכלַשֶּ כְּ הַה  הזֶּ לַָהַַָיפֶּ עע  ר   
This is the general rule: if the two kinds [of produce] are Diverse Kinds,200 he 
may not separate heave-offering from one in place of the other, even from the 
better in place of the worse. 
 
 
198 MT and Samaritan Pentateuch. 
199 MT and Samaritan Pentateuch. 




In this example, the discourse contains a discussion about how heave offering is separated 
from kinds of produce. After discussing various cases, the general rule (example 2.37) is 
stated. The element in this example is PRODUCE. 
One example which is more complex was examined in detail in example 2.1, §2.1.2 
(example 2.38 below). It was argued that the element is the ASKING PRICE of goods. 
2.38. Proverbs 20:14 
עַ ַ֭ עַר  ֣ לר  ָּלִֽ ה  תְּ ֹוַָא֣זַיִּ ֶ֥לַל ַ֗ ֹאזֵׁ ָ֑הַוְּ ּקֹונֶּ רַה  ֣ יֹאמ   
‘Bad! Bad!’ says the buyer, and going away he boasts. 
This example will not be repeated. However, two additional examples (2.39 and 2.40) are 
examined below. 
2.39. Ben Sira 3:28 (Sir A 1r17-18) 
נטעַורעַַנטעאלַתרוץַלרפאותַמכ}}ל{{>>ת<<ַלץַכיַאיןַלהַרפואהַכיַמ  
Do not hasten to heal the wound of a scoffer, because there is no remedy for 
it: he is a shoot from a bad plant. 
Although this is used to describe a person, it does so metaphorically, and in the metaphor 
it is important that ע  modify the element PLANT. This refers to plants which are cultivated ר 
through plant cuttings and shoots, such as with the vine (and requires an understanding of 
vine cultivation known to ancient Israel).201 The metaphor works on the fact that a shoot 
from a bad plant can only produce another bad plant.202 
2.40. m. Nedarim 9:8a 
ַ ןַשֶּ יִּ סַי  ה ַקּוּנ  םַשֶּ יַטֹועֵׁ נִּ ןַאֶּ יִּ עַי  יםר  יִּ ע  מֵׁ ל   
‘Qonas203 if I taste wine, because wine is bad for the belly.’ 
In example 2.40, ע ן modifies ר  יִּ  wine). However, as with the construct phrase, so with the) י 
preposition phrase ים יִּ ע  מֵׁ ַן it specifies the aspect with which :ל  יִּ  .is considered bad י 
Therefore, the element modified is not WINE or BELLY, but the element modified is the 
interaction: EFFECT OF WINE ON THE BELLY. It is because of this interaction that the speaker 
binds themselves by oath not to drink wine, and it is this element that is modified. This is 




201 King and Stager, Life in Biblical Israel, 98. 
202 This would be well known in such an agricultural society (cf. Matt 7:16-20; 12:33; James 3:12). 




2.41. m. Nedarim 9:8b 
ֲהלֹאַ רּוַלֹוַו  יּוָּׁשןַָאמְּ הַמְּ מֵַָׁיפֶּ יםַל  יִּ ָכלַע  ָּלאַבְּ ָבדַהּוָּתרַאֶּ לְּ יּוָּׁשןַבִּ מְּ יּוָּׁשןַלֹאַבִּ מְּ רַבִּ הּוּת 
ַן יִּ י   ה 
They said to him, ‘Is not old [wine] good for the belly?’ He is permitted with 
respect to old [wine], [and] he is not permitted with old [wine] alone, but with 
all wine. 
Example 2.41 makes clear that if some wine is not bad for the belly then the premise for 
calling wine (in general) bad is false and the oath is annulled. It is the preposition phrase, 
together with the words for wine, which indicate which element is modified. 
2.3.3.2 Modifying the Element(s) 
In the examples above (2.34-2.39), it appears likely that ע  modifies elements by providing ר 
a simple negative judgement—the same way it was found to operate in §2.3.1.2 and §2.3.2.2. 
However, as with example 2.20 (§2.3.1.2), some of these examples also provide evidence of 
a continuous scale with degrees of goodness and badness. This is evident in examples 2.35 
and 2.37, where the text implies an evaluation on a continuous scale from ע ע and טֹוב to ר   ר 
to ה  bad to good).204 This scalar use is seen clearly in the valuation of a dedicated house) ָיפֶּ
(example 2.42). 
2.42. Leviticus 27:14 
ת־ שַאֶּ ֹ֨ דִּ קְּ י־י  ִֽ ישַכִּ אִַּ֗ ַוְּ יתֶ֥ יןַבֵׁ ֶ֥ ןַבֵׁ כֹהֵַׁ֔ ַה  יכֹוֵ֙ ֱערִּ הֶּ הַוְּ יהָוַ֔ ִֽ ַל  שֵ֙ דֶּ יןַ֖טֹובַֹוַקֹֹ֨ ֣ עַּובֵׁ יְךַָרָ֑ ֶ֥ ֲערִּ רַי  ֲאשֶֹּ֨ כ 
ּום ןַָיקִֽ ֶ֥ ןַכֵׁ ֖ כֹהֵׁ ֹוַה   ֹאתֶ֛
When a man dedicates his house as holy to the LORD, the priest shall value it 
between good and bad, as the priest values it, so it shall stand. 
The implication here is that there are not two set values, but that the priest is to discern 
the value of a specific house. This is unsurprising. For a term used in trade that provides a 
simple negative judgement with a simple positive judgement as its opposite we would be 
surprised if there was not a scalar dimension. Trade would be severely hampered if there 
were only two categories of value.  
In the area of commodities, the scale can be either foregrounded (e.g. example 2.42) or not 
(e.g. example 2.38). While there may be degrees of ע  imagined in example 2.38, this is not ר 
relevant to the scene. However, in example 2.42, the scale is important to the scene as the 
quality and therefore value of the house is set. As was seen with ACT in §2.3.1.2, ע  in certain ,ר 
uses, evokes a scale. 
 
 
204 The alternation between טֹוב and ה  from biblical to mishnaic use is of interest from a semantic change ָיפֶּ
perspective, but does not appear to convey much concerning how ע  and טֹוב modifies elements. The use of ר 
ה ה may vary depending on which elements are modified (in mishnaic use), as ָיפֶּ  ,appears to take over some ָיפֶּ
but not all uses which טֹוַב had earlier. For a partial analysis on the change in use of ַה  see Foster, ‘Is ָיפֶּ




2.3.4 BODY PART 
There are 28 occurrences (5.2%) in the analysed text where ע  ;modifies a body part [11; 6 ר 
2; 0; 9]. Just three of these occurrences occur without modifying the body part through 
attributive, predicative, or construct relations. The remaining uses modify: ב  ָלשֹוַן ,(heart) לֵׁ
(tongue), יַם ן face), and) ָפנִּ יִּ ע eye). The use of the phrase) ע  דַר  ע or י  ףַר   (hand/palm of bad) כ 
deserves comment here too. 
Occurrences: Gen 40:7; Jer 3:17; 7:24; 11:8; 16:12; 18:12; Prov 23:6; 25:20; 26:23; 28:22; Neh 2:2; 
Sir 13:25 (Sir A 5v19); 14:3 (Sir A 5v23); 14:10 (Sir A 5v27); 31:13 (Sir B 4r3; Sir B 4r4 x2); 4Q393 
3,5; 4Q525 13,2*; m. Ter. 4:3; m. Soṭah 9:15; m. ʾAbot 2:9 (x2); 11; 5:13 (x2), 19; m. ʿArak. 3:5. 
2.3.4.1 Modified Element(s) 
As with §2.3.2 and §2.3.3, due to the nature of the grouping, a variety of elements are on 
view. As was hinted at in example 2.3 (§2.1.3) and examples 2.31 and 2.32 (§2.3.2.1), BODY 
PART terms can be used to refer to more than the physical objects themselves. Furthermore, 
a direct link between internal and external states may have been understood (example 2.31, 
§2.3.2.1). It is outwith the scope of this paper to examine the exact uses of the different BODY 
PART terms, which from examining a lexicon can be quickly seen as quite broad. Elements 
modified when the different words are used are presented below, starting with ֵַׁבל . 
2.43. Proverbs 25:20 
לַ ֣ יםַע  ַ֗ רִּ ּׁשִּ רַב   ָשֶ֥ רַוְּ ל־ָנָ֑תֶּ ץַע  מֶּ ָרהַחֹ֣ ֣יֹוםַָקַ֭ דַ׀ַבְּ גֶּ הַבֶֹּ֨ ֲעדֶּ ֶ֥ במ  ע־לֶּ ָרִֽ  
One who takes off clothes on a cold day, vinegar on a wound,205 and one who 
sings songs to206 a bad heart. 
In example 2.43, we can see that the element in view is a mental state: HEART(EMOTION). The 
proverb makes this clear through comparison with the set of things that should not go 
together.207 
2.44. Jeremiah 11:8a 
ישַ ּוַאִּ֕ כַ֔ ֣לְּ יֵׁ םַו  ָנַ֔ ת־ָאזְּ ֣טּוַאֶּ א־הִּ ִֹֽ ל ַוְּ עּוֵ֙ מְּ אַָשִֽ ֹֹ֤ ל י֖רּותַוְּ רִּ שְּ ָבַ֣בִּ עםַָהַלִּ ָרָ֑  
They did not listen, they did not incline their ear, and they went each in the 
stubbornness of their bad heart. 
In example 2.44, we can see from the discourse that the element refers to the thing that a 
person wants to do. Thus it might be termed HEART(WILL). 
 
 
205 DCH, ר תֶּ ר II. Greek: ἑλκει. Waltke demonstrates that this is the most likely interpretation for נֶּ תֶּ  .here נֶּ
Bruce K. Waltke, The Book of Proverbs: Chapters 15-31, NICOT (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2005), 306. Either 
it refers to something irritating, or something that renders something else (a sodium mineral) ineffective. 
Roland E. Murphy, Proverbs, WBC 22 (Nashville, TN: Nelson, 2000), 189, 193. 
206 The preposition ַל  .(marks the addressee (cf. Job 33:27; Isa 40:2; Jer 6:10; Hos 2:16 ע 
207 Waltke writes ‘Whereas the figures pertain to senselessly paining the body, the topic pertains to 




ע tongue) is only modified by) ָלשֹון  .in the Mishnah ר 
2.45. m. ʿArakin 3:5b 
לַ יןַע  רַדִּ ז  םַּגְּ ּת  ח  תְּ ּלֹאַנִּ יאנּוַשֶּ ןַָמצִּ כֵׁ הַשֶּ ֲעשֶּ הַמ  ןַָהעֹושֶּ רַמִּ יוַָחמּורַָיתֵׁ פִּ רַבְּ ָהאֹומֵׁ
לַ ָּלאַע  ָברַאֶּ דְּ מִּ ינּוַב  שֹוןֲַאבֹותֵׁ עָהַלְּ ר   
The one who says with his mouth suffers more than the one who does an act. 
Thus we find that the judgement was sealed against our fathers in the desert 
only by reason of a bad tongue.208 
In this example, the element being modified is SPEECH, with ָלשֹון functioning as a metonym 
for speech.209 
Like ים ,ָלשֹון  face) also occurs infrequently. Two of these uses were discussed in §2.3.2.1) ָפנִּ
and related to APPEARANCE which could be taken to reflect an internal state. The other use 
also appears to modify the element APPEARANCE. 
2.46. Genesis 40:6b-7a, c 
ים ִֽ ָּנ֖םַזֲֹעפִּ הִּ םַוְּ אַֹאָתַ֔ ַֽ֣רְּ י   ו 
ה עַֹ֗ רְּ יַפ  ֣ יסֵׁ רִּ ת־סְּ ַאָ֞לַאֶּ שְּ יִּ ַַ{...}ַו  ּוע  דֶ֛ רַמ  אֹמָ֑ ילֵׁ נֵׁ םַפְּ ֶ֥ יםַכֶּ ֖ ֹוםָרעִּ יִֽ ה   
He saw them, that they were vexed. He asked Pharaoh’s officials {…} ‘Why are 
your faces bad today?’ 
In example 2.46, Joseph’s question concerns what can be visually discerned—appearance. 
Thus, it is clear that APPEARANCE is in view and that this is considered to indicate a state of 
mind. 
Uses with ן יִּ ב eye) are the most common in the analysed texts. As with) ע  ַן ,(heart) לֵׁ יִּ  ע 
appears to occur with ע  .when modifying something internal ר 
2.47. Proverbs 28:22 
בַ  ִֽ ישַנִּ ַ֭ ֹוןַאִּ הַ֗ לַל  עַָהֶ֥ ֣ ןַר  יִּ ּנַּוָעָ֑ ִֽ בֹאֶּ רַיְּ סֶּ ֶ֥ י־חֶּ עַכִּ ד  א־יֵׁ  ִֹֽ ל וְּ  
A man bad of eye hastens after wealth, he does not know that lack will come 
on him. 
2.48. m. ʾAbot 5:13a 
יםַ רִּ נּוֲַאחֵׁ ּתְּ ַאלַיִּ ןַוְּ ּתֵׁ יִּ הַשֶּ ָדָקהַרֹוצֶּ יַצְּ נֵׁ נֹותְּ ידֹותַבְּ עַמִּ ב  ינַארְּ יםַָרָעהַֹוַעֵׁ רִּ ֲאחֵׁ ּל  שֶּ בְּ
ןַ ּתֵׁ הּואַלֹאַיִּ יםַוְּ רִּ נּוֲַאחֵׁ ּתְּ [יִּ ינ]שֶּ ּלֹוָרָעהַֹוַעֵׁ שֶּ בְּ  
There are four types of almsgivers: he that is minded to give but not that others 
should give—his eye is bad concerning what belongs to others; he that is 
minded that others should give but not that he should give—his eye is bad 
concerning what belongs to himself…210 
 
 
208 Translation adapted from Danby. 
209 Landman has shown that this use of ָלשֹון occurs from biblical to mishnaic texts, with wider use in later 
texts. Landman, ‘On Lips and Tongues in Ancient Hebrew’, 70–77. 




In these examples, the element being modified is difficult to label using English categories. 
The element could perhaps be labelled: EYE(MENTAL STATE). It appears to be closely tied to 
how a person relates to possessions. This hypothesis is strengthened in considering the use 
of the antonym טֹוב with ן יִּ ה in example 2.49, and the antonym ע  ן with ָיפֶּ יִּ  in the halakhic ע 
definition in example 2.50.211 
2.49. Proverbs 22:9 
ֹוב ן־טִֽ יִּ ַ֭ ַלַע  ָדִֽ ֣מֹוַל  חְּ ּל  ןַמִּ ֖ י־ָנת  ִֽ ְךַכִּ בָֹרָ֑ ֣הּואַיְּ  
He who is good of eye will be blessed, because he gives from his bread to the 
poor. 
This demonstrates that a positive EYE(MENTAL STATE) would lead to sharing of possessions. 
2.50. m. Terumot 4:3a, c 
רּוָמהַ יעּורַּתְּ ןַשֵׁ יִּ יםָיָפהַע  ָבעִּ ַארְּ ה ַַ{...}ַמֵׁ יתוְּ ינֹונִּ ָהַַבֵׁ יםַוְּ ּׁשִּ ֲחמִּ םַַָרָעהמֵׁ יםַָּתר  ּׁשִּ ּׁשִּ מִּ  
[This is] the measure of the heave offering: [If a man has] a beautiful eye [he 
separates], one-fortieth [of his produce] {…} And the [one with] average [eye], 
one-fiftieth. And the [one with] bad [eye], one-sixtieth. 
While example 2.50 does not appear to refer to moral categories (rather stating a variety of 
acceptable offerings), it does display a scale representing generosity with goods.212 
However, the element may be broader than this, as demonstrated by further examples of 
the use of ן יִּ  .ע 
2.51. 1 Kgs 20:6b 
דַ ֣ מ  חְּ ַָכל־מ  ָהָיהֵ֙ יוְּ ינֶַּ֔ חּועֵׁ ָלָָקִֽ םַוְּ ָיָד֖ ימּוַבְּ ֶ֥ ָךַָישִּ  
…and all [that] your eyes desire they will lay their hands on and take. 
2.52. Ben Sira 9:8a (Sir A 3v6a) 
מאשתַחןַואלַתביטַאלַיפיַלאַלַךעיןַהעליםַ  
Conceal [your] eye from a charming woman and do not look at beauty [which] 
is not yours. 
These examples indicate that the eye may be considered an organ of desire. Therefore, it is 
likely the EYE(MENTAL STATE) is much wider in meaning.213 Regardless of the exact meaning 
of ן יִּ ע which is beyond the scope of the current work, where ,ע  ן is used with ר  יִּ  the element ע 
may be described as EYE(MENTAL STATE). Comparison with a use of ן יִּ  EYE(PHYSICAL) may=ע 
be useful here. 
 
 
211 This use of cognitive category EYE is also seen in Matthew’s gospel. In Matthew 6:19-24 we see the two 
categories of EYE (ἁπλοῦς and πονηρὸς, generous and wicked) linked to how one acts with wealth. 
212 Foster, ‘Is Everything “Beautiful” or “Appropriate” in Its Time?’, 51–52. 
213 The word ן יִּ  exhibits a wide range of uses. The ones we are discussing here may be subsumed under ע 
‘mental or emotional states’. Allan M. Harman, ‘עין’, in NIDOTTE, ed. Willem A. VanGemeren, vol. 3, 5 vols 




2.53. 1 Samuel 16:12b 
ם־ יַעִּ מֹונִַּ֔ ֣הּואַַאדְּ הוְּ ֶ֥ פֵׁ םַַיְּ ַֽיִּ ֖ ינ  יַ֣טֹובוְַּעֵׁ אִּ רָֹ֑  
He was ruddy, with beautiful eyes, and was good of appearance. 
In example 2.53, the discourse clearly contrasts with that of examples 2.47-2.52. In this 
example the surrounding words clearly relate to physical appearance. In examples 2.47-
2.52, however, the language speaks of how the quality of one’s ‘eye’ affects certain actions. 
Finally, there are three occurrences which involve the construct phrase ע ר  דַ ע or י  ר  ףַ  כ 
(hand/palm of bad). While these might be expected to be BODY PART uses, they modify a 
HUMAN discourse element. This can be demonstrated with example 2.54. 
2.54. Jeremiah 15:21 
יָךַמִַּ ֖ ּתִּ לְּ ּצ  הִּ ֣דוְּ יםַַי  ָ֑ יָךַמִַָּרעִּ ֖ תִּ דִּ ףּופְּ ֶ֥ יַםַכ  ִֽ צִּ ָערִּ  
I will save you from the hand of bad [ones] and I will redeem you from the 
palm of ruthless [ones]. 
In this use, ַד ף and י   function in a standard use to refer to the power of a certain group.214 כ 
The parallel structure in this example combined with the plural forms clearly demonstrates 
that the elements modified by ע יץ and ר   .ruthless) are HUMAN) ָערִּ
2.3.4.2 Modifying the Element(s) 
As with the other elements, so with the set identified in §2.3.4.1. There is no evidence to 
suggest ע  does anything more than provide a simple negative evaluation of the discourse ר 
element. A person with a ב ע that is לֵׁ  either experiences negative emotion or has a will ר 
which is considered bad depending on which element is specified by the cognitive context. 
A person with a ָלשֹון that is ע  is one who speaks badly (where the element selected is ר 
SPEECH). A person with a ים ע that is ָפנִּ  is someone whose facial APPEARANCE is bad, and it ר 
is thought to display an inward state. A person with an ן יִּ ע that is ע   is someone with a ר 
certain mental state—EYE(MENTAL STATE)—which leads to greedy behaviour. 
The negative qualification provided by ע  appears to be objectively verifiable (e.g. for the ר 
ע ן of ר  יִּ  it is verifiable by observing the person’s actions). As with uses to modify ACT and ע 
COMMODITY elements, ע  ,may be used as part of a scale to modify BODY PART elements ר 
although this use may represent uncommon use with the only occurrence being with 








 (way) ֶדֶרך  2.3.5
There are 23 occurrences in the analysed text where ע ְך modifies ר  רֶּ  way) [22; 0; 0; 0; 1].215) דֶּ
Occurrences: Num 22:32 (4Q27 20-22,29); 22:34; 1 Kgs 13:33; 2 Kgs 17:13; Jer 18:11; 23:22; 25:5; 
26:3; 35:15; 36:7; Ezek 13:22; 20:44; 33:11; 36:31; Jonah 3:8, 10; Zech 1:4; Ps 36:5; 119:101; Prov 8:13; 
28:10; 2 Chr 7:14; m. ʾAbot 2:9. 
2.3.5.1 Modified Element(s) 
The most common way this phrase appears is with the verb ִַּשּובַמ-  (to turn from). Example 
2.55 illustrates this use. 
2.55. 2 Kings 17:12-13 
ִֽה ּזֶּ רַה  ָדָבֶ֥ ת־ה  ֲע֖שּוַאֶּ אַת  ֶֹ֥ םַל ַָלהֶַּ֔ הָוהֵ֙ רַיְּ ֹ֤ רַָאמ  יםֲַאשֶֹּ֨ ָ֑ לִּ ּל  ּגִּ ֖דּוַה  בְּ ִֽע  י   ו 
בּוַמִַּ רַש  ֹ֩ אֹמַ֗ הַלֵׁ וַָכל־חֹזֶָּ֜ יאֵֹׁ֨ בִּ ַָכל־נְּ דֹ֩ י  הַבְּ יהּוָד֡ לַּובִּ ֣ ָראֵׁ שְּ יִּ הַבְּ הָו֡ דַיְּ ָי֣ע  יו  כֵׁ רְּ םַָהִַֽד  ֹ֤ יםֵַ֙כֶּ ַָרעִּ
י... ּקֹות ַ֔ יַח  ֣ ֹות  צְּ ַמִּ רּוֵ֙ מְּ שִּ  וְּ
They served idols which the Lord had said to them, ‘You shall not do this thing.’ 
The LORD warned Israel and Judah by the hand of every prophet of his and 
every seer, saying, ‘Turn from your bad ways, and keep my commandments, 
my statutes…’ 
In this use, ע  modifies the element BEHAVIOUR. This is clear from the preceding discourse ר 
(they served idols) and the remedy (keep my commandments…): both indicate ongoing 
patterns of behaviour rather than individual acts. Whereas ע ע ,modifies ACT ָעָשהַר  ְךַר  רֶּ  דֶּ
can modify BEHAVIOUR. An occurrence without ִַּשּובַמ-  is presented below. 
2.56. Proverbs 28:10a 
יםַ׀ַבְַּ ֹ֨ ָשרִּ ֹ֤הַיְּ ּגֶּ שְּ ְךמ  רֶּ ֶ֥ עַַדֶּ ֹולָרַ֗ פָ֑ ּוא־יִּ ֹוַהִֽ חּותֶ֥ שְּ בִּ  
One who misleads the upright in a bad way will fall in his own pit. 
In this example, contextual information is lacking to easily distinguish between ACT and 
BEHAVIOUR. The attempt at distinction is complicated by uses such as example 2.57 below. 
2.57. Ezekiel 20:43-44a 
ת־ םַאֶּ ם־ָשַ֗ ּתֶּ רְּ כ  יּוזְּ כֵׁ רְּ ַָכל־ד  תֵ֙ אֵׁ ַוְּ םֵ֙ יכֶּ י֣לֹותֵׁ םֲַעלִּ יכֶַּ֔ נֵׁ פְּ ַבִּ םֵ֙ טֹתֶּ קִֹֽ םַּונְּ םַָבָ֑ ֖ אתֶּ מֵׁ טְּ רַנִּ ֶ֥ םֲַאשֶּ כֶַּ֔
ם ִֽ יתֶּ רֲַעשִּ ֶ֥ םֲַאשֶּ ֖ יכֶּ ָכל־ָרעֹותֵׁ  בְּ
ַכְַּ יַלֹאֹ֩ ָ֑ מִּ ןַשְּ ע  ֣ מ  םַלְּ ֖ כֶּ ּתְּ יַאִּ ֶ֥ ֲעשֹותִּ הַב  הָוַ֔ יַיְּ ֣ י־ֲאנִּ ִֽ ַכִּ םֵ֙ ּתֶּ עְּ יד  ִֽ יוִּ כֵׁ רְּ םַָהַד  יםכֶֹּ֨ כַ ַָרעִָּ֜ יוְּ ֹותֵׁ ילִֽ םֲַעלִּ ֹ֤ כֶּ
ָחתֹו שְּ ּנִּ ַה  תֵ֙  
You will remember there your ways and all your deeds with which you defiled 
yourselves, and you will loathe yourselves because of all your evils which you 
have done. You will know that I am the LORD when I deal with you according 
to my name, not according to your bad ways and your corrupt deeds. 
This example appears to blur the boundaries between the BEHAVIOUR—ACT distinction 
made above. It seems that BEHAVIOUR and ACT can be considered in semantic parallel, 
 
 




constituting a single unit. By clarifying the ways and deeds as ‘evils which you have done’, 
the text further demonstrates that ְך רֶּ ְך ,can be considered in terms of ACTS. Thus דֶּ רֶּ  may דֶּ
also be able to refer to the ACTS of a behavioural pattern. Thus the elements being modified 
by ע  .in these uses may be some combination of BEHAVIOUR and ACT ר 
In addition to this, another element appears in one mishnaic use: 
2.58. m. ʾAbot 2:9a 
יאַ יַזֹוַהִּ אּוַאֵׁ אּוַּורְּ םַצְּ ׳ַָלהֶּ ְךַָאמ  רֶּ ָּנהַָרָעהַדֶּ מֶּ קַמִּ ָרח  תְּ יִּ ָאָדַם⟦ָהַ⟧ שֶּ  
רַאֹו׳ַ זֶּ יעֶּ ןַר׳ֱַאלִּ יִּ ..ַ.ָרָעהע   
He said to them, ‘Come, see what is the bad way, that a man should take 
himself far from it.’ 
Rabbi Eliezer says, ‘A bad eye.’… 
In example 2.58, ְךַָרָעַה רֶּ  bad way) does not so much refer to a pattern of behaviour as) דֶּ
the thing which leads to certain behaviours; that is, ‘the fundamental’ of a bad life.216 This 
can be demonstrated from the first answer to the question which was established (§2.3.4) 
to refer to something internal, the presence of which is seen in the actions of a person. This 
suggests that the concept, by the time of this portion of the Mishnah,217 could be generalised 
to refer to the cause of a behavioural pattern. The element in example 2.58 is, therefore, 
INTERNAL STATE(LEADS TO BEHAVIOUR). 
2.3.5.2 Modifying the Element(s) 
As with other uses of ע  ,we see what may be subjective and objective use. In example 2.55 ,ר 
the negative qualification of the people’s ways is based on the judgement that disobeying 
the LORD’s commands is ע  behaviour. That this use is subjective may be supported by the ר 
discourse as it relates to doing (ָעָשה) what is ע  in the LORD’s sight (2 Kings 17:2).218 In ר 
contrast, the use in example 2.56 presents a distinction between what the ָיָשר (upright) are 
expected to do and the ע ְךַר  רֶּ  bad way). This use is objective: it presents a maxim with a) דֶּ
threat of judgement declaring what is the case. This would lose all its force if the ע ְךַר  רֶּ  דֶּ
 
 
216 Herford refers to the earlier question of 2:9 which asks about the ְךַטֹוָבַה רֶּ  the good way) as meaning) דֶּ
‘what is the fundamental of a right life? or, what is the clue to the right way of life?’ The answers, he says, 
‘imply abstract qualities’. R. Travers Herford, Pirkē Aboth, 3rd ed. (New York: Jewish Institute of Religion, 
1945), 53. 
217 Assuming the names and sayings are correctly attributed, these are Rabbis from the initial stages following 
the destruction of the temple. Isayah M. Gafni, ‘The Historical Background’, in The Literature of the Sages, ed. 
Shemuʾel Safrai, vol. 1 (Assen, Netherlands: Van Gorcum, 1987), 14–20; Abraham Goldberg, ‘The Mishna – A 
Study Book of Halakha’, in The Literature of the Sages, ed. Shemuʾel Safrai, vol. 1 (Assen, Netherlands: Van 
Gorcum, 1987), 214, 236. 
218 It is subjective from a linguistic point of view because the judgement is delivered in a subjective manner 
(what God considers to be the case). This does not negate the possibility of it being objective from a 




was subjectively determined. This is similar with m. ʾAbot 2:9 which contasts the ְךַָרָעַה רֶּ  דֶּ
(example 2.58) with the ְךַטֹוָבה רֶּ  .דֶּ
Therefore, when used with ְך רֶּ ע ,as in other uses ,דֶּ  appears to operate generally across ר 
subjective and objective uses. In both subjective and objective use, it forms a negative 
qualification of the modified element. 
 (thing) ָדָבר 2.3.6
There are 17 occurrences of ע  ,in the analysed texts [15; 0; 2; 0; 0]. However ָדָבַר modifying ר 
five of these were in the phrase ע  and were covered in §2.3.1. They will not be ָעָשהַָדָברַר 
discussed again here. The elements and how ע  modifies them are discussed together ר 
below. 
Occurrences: Exod 33:4; Deut 13:12; 17:1; 17:5; 19:20; 23:10; Josh 23:15; 1 Sam 2:23; 2 Kgs 4:41; 
17:11; Ps 64:6; 141:4; Eccl 8:3, 5; Neh 13:17; 1QM VII,7; X,1. 
2.3.6.1 Elements and Modification 
 thing) is a semantically general noun. Therefore we may expect it to allow many) ָדָבר
different elements. However, it is polysemous, meaning word in many uses, and in such use 
can be modified by ע  .ר 
2.59. Exodus 33:3a, 4a 
ָךַַ֗ בְּ רְּ קִּ הַבְּ ֱעלֶָּ֜ ִֽ אַאֶּ ֹֹ֨ ַל יֹ֩ שַכִּ ָבָ֑ בַּודְּ תַָחָל֖ ֶ֥ ץַָזב  רֶּ ֶ֛ ל־אֶּ ַַֹ֤אֶּ ם־קְַַּיכִּ ַע  ףֵַ֙שֵׁ רֶּ ָךַ֖פֶַַּהַאַָּ֔תַַה־עֹֹ֨ לְּ ַן־ֲאכֶּ
ָדִַֽ ְַךב  רֶּ  
ת־ה ַ םַאֶּ עַָהָעַ֗ ֣ מ  שְּ יִּ רו  עָהַַָדָבֶ֥ לַּוַָרֶ֛ ַאָבָ֑ תְּ יִּ ֖הַו  ּזֶּ ה   
‘Go up to a land flowing with milk and honey, but I will not go up in your midst 
lest I consume you on the way, because you are a stiff-necked people. ’ The 
people heard this bad word and they mourned. 
This begins with the LORD speaking to Moses. Thus the modified element here is 
DECLARATION. It is the thing that the LORD told Moses he would do. It is made clear by the 
discourse and the use of the verb ע  to hear). The element here is evaluated negatively) ָשמ 
by the hearers.219 This is clear from their response: mourning. 








2.60. Deuteronomy 17:1 
לַ ּוםַכֹ֖ ַמַ֔ ֶ֥הַבֹוֵ֙ יֶּ הְּ רַיִּ הֲַאשֶֹּ֨ יָךַ֣שֹורַָושֶַּ֗ הֱַאֹלהֶָּ֜ יהָוֹ֨ ַל  חֹ֩ ב  זְּ רַלֹא־תִּ עַָדָב֣ הַָרָ֑ הָוֶ֥ תַיְּ ֶ֛ יַתֹוֲעב  ֵ֧ כִּ
ּוא יָךַהִֽ ֖  ֱאֹלהֶּ
You shall not sacrifice to the LORD your God a bull or sheep which has a defect 
in it, any bad thing, because it is an abomination to the LORD your God. 
The phrase כֹלַָדָברַָרע (any bad thing) is in apposition to מּום (defect). The element could 
be termed ANIMAL(FEATURE) here, as any ַָברָד  (thing) that could be bad in a sacrifice is 
necessarily any feature that could be considered less than perfect. Deuteronomy 15:21 offers 
two examples of animal defects: ַ ח  ּסֵׁ ר lame) and) פִּ ּוֵׁ ע .(blind) עִּ  provides a simple negative ר 
evaluation of the feature. Thus the phrase refers to part of the animal that does not serve 
its proper function. 
 is also used in euphemisms. ‘Euphemism is characterized by avoidance language and ָדָבר
evasive expression’220 and that is exactly what we see in the following examples. 
2.61. Deuteronomy 23:10-11a 
לַ כֹ֖ ַמִּ ָּתַ֔ רְּ מ  שְּ נִֹּ֨ יָךַוְּ ָ֑ בֶּ ל־ֹאיְּ ֖הַע  ֲחנֶּ אַמ  ֶ֥ צֵׁ י־תֵׁ ִֽ רַכִּ עָדָבֶ֥ ָרִֽ  
ָלַה יְּ ה־ָלָ֑ רֵׁ ּקְּ ֶ֥הַָט֖הֹורַמִּ יֶּ הְּ רַלֹא־יִּ ֶ֛ ישֲַאשֶּ ַאִַּ֔ ָךֵ֙ ֹ֤הַבְּ יֶּ הְּ י־יִּ ִֽ  כִּ
When you go out to camp against your enemies, you will keep yourself from 
every bad thing. If any man among you becomes not clean from the 
occurrence of the night… 




There will be a space between all their camps for the place of the hand, around 
two thousand cubits, so no nakedness of a bad thing will be seen in the 
surrounds of all their camps. 
These somewhat cryptic-sounding examples demonstrate the use of ע  in avoidance ָדָברַר 
language concerning bodily excretions. In examples 2.61 and 2.62, the phrase refers to a set 
of possible negative events which contains the whole set of bodily excretions that may 
occur (Deut 23:10-15). The construction is not particularly important in itself. It is what the 
euphemisms allude to that is important to the discourse. ע ַת in example 2.61, and ,ר  ו  רְּ  עֶּ
(nakedness) and ע  .so that the euphemism is understood ָדָבר in example 2.62,221 qualifies ,ר 
Although the construction serves a highly specific purpose, there is no reason to take the 
use of ע  as an EVENT. In the ָדָבר in these examples as other than a negative qualification of ר 
discourse, however, it is apparent that this particular use is euphemistic such that 
 
 
220 Keith Allan and Kate Burridge, Euphemism & Dysphemism: Language Used as Shield and Weapon (New 
York: Oxford University Press, 1991), 3. 




discourse enforces a specific meaning. In example 2.61, the euphemism becomes clear in 
the second verse, whereas in example 2.62, the preceding discourse leads one to expect it, 
as does the presence of ת ו  רְּ  .at the start of the phrase עֶּ
 .ָעָשה may refer to an ACT when not directly governed by the verb ָדָבר
2.63. 1 Samuel 2:23 
ת־ ַאֶּ ֵ֙ ע  יַשֹמֵֵׁ֙ ֹ֤ רַָאֹנכִּ הֲַאשֶֹּ֨ ּלֶּ ָ֑ יםַָהאֵׁ ֣ ָברִּ דְּ ֲע֖שּוןַכ  ָמהַת  םַָלֶ֥ רַָלהֶַּ֔ אמֶּ ֹ֣ י יו  רֵׁ בְּ םַדִּ ֣ יםַכֶּ תַָרעִַּ֔ ֖ אֵׁ מֵׁ
ה ּלֶּ ִֽ םַאֵׁ  ָכל־ָהָעֶ֥
He said to them, ‘Why are you doing such things as these? I am hearing of your 
bad deeds from all these people.’ 
The discourse, in this case, clearly links the second use of ָדָבר with the first which is 
governed by ָעָשה. Thus it is clear that the element being modified is an ACT as in §2.3.1. 
Similarly, ע  .functions as a negative evaluation of the acts being performed ר 
The phrase can also refer to covenant curses. 
2.64. Joshua 23:15a 
ַָכל־ה ַ םֵ֙ יכֶּ אֲַעלֵׁ ר־ָבֹ֤ ֲאשֶּ הַכ  ָהָיַ֗ רוְּ ֹובה ַַָדָב֣ יאַַטַ֔ ַָיבִֹּ֨ ןֹ֩ םַכֵׁ ָ֑ יכֶּ םֲַאלֵׁ ֖ יכֶּ הֱַאֹלהֵׁ הָוֶ֥ רַיְּ ֶ֛ בֶּ רַדִּ ֶ֥ ֲאשֶּ
תַָכל־ה ַ ֵ֚ םַאֵׁ יכֶַּ֗ הֲַעלֵׁ הָוָ֜ ריְּ עָהַַָדָב֣ ַםַָרַ֔ כֶַּ֗ י֣דֹוַאֹותְּ מִּ שְּ ד־ה  ע   
Just as every good thing has come upon you, which the Lord your God spoke 
to you, so the Lord will bring on you every bad thing until he has destroyed 
you... 
In this case the use contrasts with its opposite ָדָברַטֹוב (good thing). In the discourse it is 
clear that these phrases refer to the covenant blessings and curses (cf. Deut 11:26-28). The 
element being modified may be described as EVENT. However, the element EVENT is 
constrained by the discourse to all the elements which are applicable to the covenant 
blessings and curses. The adjectives take the role of simple positive and negative 
evaluations which serve to foreground the blessings and curses respectively. 
The phrase can also refer to something poisonous. 
2.65. 2 Kings 4:40b, 41b 
יםַ ישַָהֱאֹלהִַּ֔ ֣ ַאִּ ירֵ֙ ּסִּ תַב  וֶּ ַָמֹ֤ רּוֵ֙ אמְּ ִֹֽ י קּוַו  ָמהַָצָעַ֗ ֣ הֵׁ לוְּ ֱאכִֹֽ ֖לּוַלֶּ אַָיכְּ ֶֹ֥ ל ַ{...}ַוְּ  
אַָהָיֶ֛הַ ֶֹ֥ ל רַוְּ עַָדָבֶ֥ יַרָר֖ ִֽ ּסִּ ב   
They cried out and said, ‘O man of God, there’s death in the pot!’ and they were 
not able to eat. {…} There was no bad thing in the pot. 
Prior to this example, unidentified wild fruit and gourds were put into the pot. This leads 
to the scene above where ע ר  ת is in parallel with ָדָברַ  death). The people who were) ָמוֶּ
eating were able to taste something they identified as poisonous leading to the cry ‘There’s 
death in the pot!’ Thus we may identify the element being modified here as FOOD. Again ע  ר 
provides a simple negative evaluation leading to the combinative meaning ‘nothing 
bad/inedible/dangerous’ in the pot. 




2.66. Ecclesiastes 8:3b 
דַבְַּ ֲעֹמ֖ רַאִֽל־ּת  עַַָדָב֣ הָרָ֑ ִֽ ֲעשֶּ ץַי  ֹפ֖ חְּ רַי  ֶ֥ יַָכל־ֲאשֶּ ֶ֛ כִּ  
Do not stand in a bad thing, because all he [the king] desires he will do. 
This is referring to what one should or should not do in a king’s presence. The phrase ַָדָבר
ע  could simply be referring to standing against the wishes of the king—in a thing that is ר 
ע  according to the king.222 We might consider the element being modified broadly as a ר 
THING constrained by the discourse to THING(WHICH MAY COME BEFORE A KING). It is likely that 
ע  .in the same manner as elsewhere, providing a simple negative evaluation ָדָבר modifies ר 
In such a use, ע  is clearly subjective, with the merit of the matter being determined by the ר 
king. This can be seen in the end of the example, in particular through the use of ץ  to) ָחפֵׁ
desire). 
2.3.6.2 Conclusion 
As expected, ָדָבר can be used as a place holder for a wide variety of elements. Similarly to 
elsewhere, ע  appears to contribute a simple negative evaluation to the element it ר 
modifies. 
ם  2.3.7  (name) שֵׁ
There are 16 occurrences of ע ם modifying ר   in the analysed texts [3; 1; 3; 0; 9]. The שֵׁ
elements and how ע  .modifies them are discussed together below ר 
Occurrences: Deut 22:14, 19; Neh 6:13; Sir 6:1 (Sir A 2r6); 4Q159 2-4,8; 11Q19 LXV,8; LXV,15; m. 
Soṭah 3:5; m. Giṭ. 4:7; m. Sanh. 1:1, 2; m. Šebu. 10:2; m. Bek. 8:7; m. ʿArak. 3:1, 5 (x2). 
2.3.7.1 Elements and Modification 
All but two of the extant uses of the phrase ע םַר   bad name) occur in reference to the) שֵׁ
sexual reputation of a woman. This use may be driven by the legal usage of the phrase in 
Deuteronomy 22 (vv. 14 and 19) which is then taken up in the uses from the Judean Desert 
and the Mishnah (examples 2.68-2.69). 
2.67. Deuteronomy 22:13-14 
ָאִּֽה נֵׁ יָהַּושְּ ֖ לֶּ אַאֵׁ הַּוָבֶ֥ ָּׁשָ֑ ישַאִּ ֖ חַאִּ ֶ֥ ּק  י־יִּ ִֽ  כִּ
יָהַ ֖ יאַָעלֶּ ֶ֥ הֹוצִּ יםַוְּ ַ֔ ָברִּ יֹ֣לתַדְּ ֲַעלִּ םַָלּהֵ֙ ָשֶ֥ םַוְּ ֣ עַשֵׁ בַָרָ֑ ֣ ר  קְּ יַָואֶּ ּתִּ חְּ ַ֔ ַָלק  ּזֹאתֵ֙ הַה  ָּׁשֹ֤ ת־ָהאִּ רַאֶּ ָאמ ַ֗ וְּ
ים ִֽ תּולִּ ּהַבְּ יַָל֖ אתִּ לֹא־ָמָצֶ֥ יָהַוְּ לֶַּ֔  אֵׁ
If a man takes a wife and goes to her and hates her and sets on her deeds of 
things and brings on her a bad name and says, ‘I took this woman, and when I 
came to her I did not find her to have virginity. 
 
 
222 Longman and Murphy comment on the trouble of achieving specificity with this phrase. Tremper 
Longman, The Book of Ecclesiastes, NICOT 13 (Grand Rapids, Mich.: W.B. Eerdmans, 1998), 212; Roland E. 




In example 2.67, phrase ים ַ֔ ָברִּ דְּ יֹ֣לתַ  deeds of things) is avoidance language) ֲעלִּ
(euphemistic). From the later use of ים ִֽ תּולִּ  virginity) we can tell it refers to an accusation) בְּ
of sexual immorality. Thus the accusation leads to giving the woman a bad name. The 
element being modified here is REPUTATION which has been damaged by accusation. Given 
the discourse enforcing a sexual sense, the element may be more specifically considered to 
be REPUTATION(SEXUAL). To this element, ע   .provides a negative qualification ר 
2.68. 4Q159 2-4,8-9a 
ַ[ַ--[ַקחתוַאותהַיואמרַובקרוה]ַַ--עלַבתולתַיש֯ראלַאםַב]ַרעַשםַַכיַיוצוַאיש  
 נאמנותַואםַלואַכחשַעליהַוהומתַה
If a man brings forth a bad name on a virgin of Israel, if at [ -- ] he takes her he 
will say, then trustworthy women will examine her [ -- ]. If he did not lie 
concerning her, she will be put to death. 
Example 2.68 is a rewrite of the law from Deuteronomy 22:14-20. 
2.69. m. Soṭah 3:5b 
יַָכלַ נֵׁ פְּ םַבִּ ָמיִּ תַה  אַַאָּתהַאֶּ הֶּ דְּ יםַמ  רִּ ָארְּ מְּ םַה  יִּ מ  כּותַּתֹוָלהַב  ּזְּ ה  ׳[ַשֶּ םַַאָּתהַ]אֹומֵׁ אִּ וִּ
ּׁשֹותֹות יםַה  ָּנשִּ יאַַא}ו{ָּתהַַה  םַּומֹוצִּ עַשֵׁ הֹורֹוַתר  טְּ לַה  ע   
…and if you say, ‘Merit suspends [the effects] of the curse giving water, you 
weaken the water for all the women who drink, and you bring forth a bad 
name on the pure ones. 
While this use is not directly from Deuteronomy 22, it still relates to REPUTATION(SEXUAL). 
Example 2.69 relates to the legal case of Numbers 5:13-28 in which a woman is suspected 
by a jealous husband of sexual infidelity. The argument here is that merit cannot be said to 
suspend the curse of Numbers 5 because that would mean those who do not exhibit the 
symptoms of the curse may still be considered guilty of sexual infidelity, thus leading to a 
bad reputation for the undeserving. ע  provides the same schematic contribution as with ר 
examples 2.67 and 2.68: negative qualification. 
2.70. m. Giṭṭin 4:7a 
םַ ּׁשֵׁ ּתֹוַמִּ שְּ תַאִּ יאַאֶּ מֹוצִּ םַה  עַּׁשֵׁ ירר  זִּ חְּ לֹאַי   
The one who causes his wife to go forth [i.e. divorce] because of a bad name 
may not cause her to return [i.e. remarry]. 
In this example the discourse does not make clear what the bad reputation refers to. 
However, due to the other uses in the Mishnah,223 specifically in how they appear tied to 
the language of Deuteronomy 22, and due to the clear reference in the Babylonian Talmud 
to sexual immorality in explaining this passage,224 the element here should also be taken as 
 
 
223 m. Šebiʿit 10:2; m. Soṭah 3:5; m. Sanhedrin 1:1; m. Bekorot 8:7; m. ʿArakin 3:1, 5. 
224 b. Giṭṭin 46a reads שלאַיהוַבנותַישראלַפרוצותַבעריוַת—that the daughters of Israel will not break forth 
with genitals (i.e. be promiscuous with regard to forbidden sexual relations). Sefaria, ‘The William Davidson 




REPUTATION(SEXUAL). Therefore, in the Mishnah, it appears that the phrase ע םַר   may be שֵׁ
slightly idiomatic to refer to a particular type of negative reputation: the sexual reputation 
of a woman. Two further examples of ע םַר   demonstrate that this is not the only use of שֵׁ
the phrase in the extant texts. Although the other uses are in reference to males, it leaves 
open the possibility that ע םַר   could have described a woman’s negative reputation more שֵׁ
generally given the right context. 
2.71. Nehemiah 6:13 
ַלְַּ םֵ֙ ָהָיֹ֤הַָלהֶּ יַוְּ אתִּ ָחָטָ֑ ןַוְּ ֖ ה־כֵׁ ֱעשֶּ ִֽ אֶּ אַוְּ יָרֶ֥ ן־אִּ ע  ִֽ מ  ּואַלְּ ַהַ֔ ןַָשכּורֵ֙ ע  ֹ֤ מ  םלְּ ֣ עַַשֵׁ יָרַ֔ ּונִּ פִֽ רְּ ָחִֽ ןַיְּ ע  ֖ מ  לְּ  
For this he was hired: so that I would be afraid and I would do this and sin, so 
they could give me a bad name and so they could revile me. 
In example 2.71, the action which Nehemiah’s enemies hoped to get him to do was to flee 
to the temple and hide—to behave as a coward. His enemies seek to tarnish his reputation 
so as to thwart the wall-building project. Thus, the modified element REPUTATION here, and 
ע  .contributes a negative judgement on that ר 
2.72. Ben Sira 5:14a, c, e; 6:1 (Sir A 2r3-4, 6) 
{...}ַחרפהַרעהוַבעלַשתיםַ{...}ַכיַ{...}ַאלַתקראַבעלַשתים  
בעלַשתיםרעַוקלוןַתורישַחרפהַכןַאישַרעַשםַותחתַאוהבַאלַתהיַשונאַ  
Do not be called two-tongued {…} because {…} reproach is the companion of 
the two-tongued. {…} In place of a friend, do not be a foe. You will take 
possession of a bad name, shame, and reproach. So [it is for] a bad man, the 
two-tongued. 
This example forms part of a larger passage on ‘duplicity in speech’ (Sir 5:9-6:1).225 Example 
2.72 makes clear that reproach comes from being called ם יִּ ת  לַשְּ ע  -lit. master of two =two) ב 
tongued). The element being modified is thus REPUTATION and as in the above uses, ע  ר 
contributes a negative judgement on it: being two-tongued leads to a bad reputation, 
shame, and reproach. 
2.3.7.2 Conclusion 
ם ע is exclusively used of reputation in the uses where it is modified by שֵׁ  ,In these cases .ר 
ע  was found to modify elements of REPUTATION(SEXUAL) in reference to women and ר 
REPUTATION in reference to men. It appears that the phrase ע םַר   could refer to a woman’s שֵׁ
sexual reputation in the Mishnah with little else in the context. This suggests idiomatic use 
of the phrase in the legal discourse of the Mishnah, but not necessarily in normal speech.226 
 
 
225 Skehan and Di Lella, The Wisdom of Ben Sira, 183–85. 
226 Sarfatti puts it this way: ‘MH being a more “halacha-centered” language than BH (halacha meaning Jewish 
religious law), many words that had a general and rather broad sense in BH restricted their sense in MH and 




As has been found elsewhere, ע  appears to provide a negative qualification to the element ר 
outwith the Mishnah. In the Mishnah it exhibits some signs of having been used as an 
idiomatic phrase, with specific legal reference. 
ר ַרע 2.3.8 עֵׁ  (to purge bad) בִּ
ע ר occurs as the grammatical object of the verb ר  עֵׁ  to purge) 14 times [9; 0; 5; 0; 0]. All of) בִּ
these occurrences are in Deuteronomy and the rewriting of these laws in the Temple Scroll 
(11Q19). In this use it never modifies another word through attributive, predicative, or 
construct relations. 
Occurrences: Deut 13:6 || 11Q19 LIV,18; Deut 17:7; 17:12 || 11Q19 LVI,10; Deut 19:19 || 11Q19 
LXI,19; Deut 21:21 || 11Q19 LXIV,6; Deut 22:21, 22, 24 || 11Q19 LXVI,4; Deut 24:7. 
2.3.8.1 Elements and Modification 
All occurrences follow the same clausal pattern (example 2.73), with the only variation 
being in Deuteronomy 17:12 || 11Q19 LVI,10 (example 2.74). 
2.73. Deuteronomy 13:6b 
ָּתֶַּ֥ו רְּ ע  ִֽ עָהַַבִּ ַָךַָר֖ ִֽ בֶּ רְּ ּקִּ מִּ  
You shall purge the bad from your midst. 
2.74. 11Q19 LVI,10b 
מישראלַרעַהַבערתהו  
You shall purge the bad from Israel. 
The immediate clauses give us little information from which to determine the modified 
element. It appears that the element is something that can be physically purged from 
within the people group. However, there is more information in the wider discourse. 
2.75. Deuteronomy 13:6a, c 
ם יכֶָּ֜ הֵׁ הֱַאֹלִֽ הָוֹ֨ ל־יְּ ָרהַע  ר־ָסָ֠ בֶּ יַדִּ ֣ תַכִּ ּואַיּוָמַ֗ הָ֜ ֹוםַה  ֲחלֹ֨ ַה  םֹ֩ ֡הּואַ֣אֹוַחֹלֵׁ יאַה  ֣ ָּנבִּ ה  ַ{...}ַוְּ
ּהַ תַָבָ֑ ֣כֶּ יָךַָללֶּ ֖ הֱַאֹלהֶּ הָוֶ֥ ַיְּ ָךֶ֛ ּוְּ רַצִּ ֵ֧ ְךֲַאשֶּ רֶּ ַ֔ דֶּ ן־ה  ַמִּ יֲחָךֵ֙ ִֽ דִּ ה  עַ ּולְּ ִֽ ַבִּ עָהַַָּתֶַ֥רְּ ַָךַָר֖ ִֽ בֶּ רְּ ּקִּ מִּ  
That prophet, or that dreamer of dreams will be put to death, because he spoke 
rebellion against the LORD your God {…} to lead you from the way in which the 




(covenant) which refers specifically to circumcision in the Mishnah. Sarfatti, ‘Mishnaic Vocabulary and 




In this verse the discourse element appears to be HUMAN. That is, the ע  to be purged is the ר 
person who sought to mislead the people.227 However, it is possible the element could also 
be an ACT.228 In the following example this appears more likely. 
2.76. Deuteronomy 22:21 
ת־ה ַ יאּוַאֶּ הֹוצִֹּ֨ ֲעָרַ֖וְּ יַּנ  ית־ָאבִַּ֗ חַבֵׁ ת  ֣ ל־פֶּ ָקלּוַָהַאֶּ יָרַַָֹ֤הַֹּ֩וסְּ יַעִּ שֵֹׁ֨ ָתַַּהַאנְּ ַָומֵַׁ֔ יםֵ֙ י־ַהָבֲאָבנִּ ִֽ כִּ
ַ הָעשְּ ֖נֹותַָתֹ֤ זְּ לַלִּ ָראֵַׁ֔ שְּ יִּ ַבְּ ָבָלהֵ֙ י נְּ ָ֑ יתַָאבִּ ֣ ָּתֶַּ֥וַָהַבֵׁ רְּ ע  ִֽ עָהַַבִּ ַָךַָר֖ ִֽ בֶּ רְּ ּקִּ מִּ  
They will bring forth the young woman to the entrance of the house of her 
father and the men of her city will stone her with stones and she will die, 
because she has done an outrageous thing in Israel by prostituting the house 
of her father. You shall purge the bad from your midst. 
In this example the gender of ע  does not match the feminine gender of what would be the ר 
human referent if the element were HUMAN. This weighs in favour of the element being an 
ACT. 
However, because the masculine form is the unmarked gender, if ע רַָהר  עֵׁ  is being used as בִּ
a unifying phrase in the discourse, it could be used for pragmatic reasons with the 
unmarked gender in Deuteronomy 22:21. This repetition may have been used to reinforce 
the sense that anyone who does any ע  .thing should be purged ר 
There is another possibility when one considers the worldview presented in the biblical 
texts. 
2.77. Deuteronomy 19:13229 
יוַּו ָ֖ךַָעָלָ֑ ינְּ ִֽ ֹוסַעֵׁ ָּתֵַ֧לֹא־ָתחֶ֥ רְּ ע  ִֽ יַַבִּ ֶ֛ ָּנָקִּ ם־ה  ִֽ ָרַד  שְּ יִּ לַמִּ ֖ ְךאֵׁ ֹובַָלִֽ טֶ֥ וְּ  
Your eye shall not pity him. You shall purge the blood of the innocent from 
Israel, and it will be well with you. 
This example refers to how the people are commanded to deal with murder. It 
demonstrates a similar use in Deuteronomy in which the verb ר עֵׁ  takes an object that בִּ
refers to the guilt incurred from an action. In the Israelite worldview, such guilt impacts 





227 This appears to be how the Old Greek translator and Targums interpret it. For example, Targum Onqelos 
has י לֵׁ ידַּותפ  ישַָעבֵׁ בִּ יָנךַדְּ בֵׁ מִּ  (You shall purge the doer of evil from among you). BHQ has a brief discussion on 
the phrase at 13:6. See Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, Biblia Hebraica Quinta: Fascicle 5 (Deuteronomy) 
(Hendrickson Publishers, 2007). This is also a common way for commentators to interpret the use in 13:6. For 
example, see Duane L. Christensen, Deuteronomy 1:1-21:9, 2nd ed., WBC 6A (Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson 
Publishers, 2001), 271; Eugene H. Merrill, Deuteronomy, The New American Commentary 4 (Nashville, TN: 
Broadman & Holman Publishers, 1994), 231. 
228 This appears to be the way Thompson has taken it. J. A. Thompson, Deuteronomy: An Introduction and 
Commentary, TOTC 5 (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 1974), 193. 




2.78. Numbers 35:33-34 
יַה ַ ֣ ּהַכִּ ַָבַ֔ םֵ֙ רַַאּתֶּ ֹ֤ ץֲַאשֶּ ת־ָהָאַ֗רֶּ יפּוַאֶּ ֣ ֲחנִּ א־ת  ִֹֽ ל םַוְּ יףַָדַ֔ ֖ ֲחנִּ ּואַי  ץַהֶ֥ ת־ָהָאָ֑רֶּ ץַוְַּאֶּ אַ־ָלָא֣רֶּ ִֹֽ ל
ר פ ַ֗ כ  רַַָדםֵַ֙לַ ַיְּ ֣ ְך־ָבֲַַ֔אשֶּ פ  םַּהש  ֖ י־אִּ םבְַַּכִּ ֶ֥ ֹוַד  כִֽ שֹפְּ  
אַ ֣ מֵׁ ט  אַתְּ ֵֹ֧ ל ץַוְּ ת־ָהָאַ֗רֶּ ּהַאֶּ תֹוָכָ֑ ןַבְּ ֣ יַשֹכֵׁ ֖ רֲַאנִּ ֶ֥ ּהֲַאשֶּ יםַָבַ֔ ֣ בִּ ַיֹשְּ םֵ֙ רַַאּתֶּ ֹ֤ ןֲַאשֶּ הַשֹכֵׁ֕ הָוַ֔ יַיְּ ֣ יֲַאנִּ ֵ֚ כִּ
ַל ִֽ ָראֵׁ שְּ יַיִּ ֶ֥ נֵׁ ֖תֹוְךַבְּ  בְּ
You must not pollute the land in which you are, because blood pollutes the 
land and atonement cannot be made for the land for the blood which is shed 
in it except by the blood of the shedder. You shall not defile the land in which 
you are dwelling, within which I am dwelling because I the LORD am dwelling 
in the midst of the children of Israel. 
In this case, the legal requirements are tied into cultic observance. The only way given to 
maintain the presence of the LORD among the people in this case is to follow the law. In 
Deuteronomy this comes through in that the law must similarly be followed to experience 
the covenant blessings of the LORD rather than curses (cf. Deut 11:26-28). There is also a very 
similar usage in Judges. 
2.79. Judges 20:12b-13a 
הַָהַ רַָמֵ֚ אֹמָ֑ הלֵׁ םַָרָע֣ ִֽ הַָבכֶּ ָת֖ יְּ הְּ רַנִּ ֶ֥ אתֲַאשֶּ ַֹ֔ ּז ה   
םַּו יתֵַׁ֔ מִּ ַּונְּ ָעהֵ֙ בְּ ּגִּ רַב  ֹ֤ לֲַאשֶּ ע  י ָ֜ לִּ י־בְּ ִֽ נֵׁ יםַבְּ ת־ָהֲאָנשִֹּ֨ ַאֶּ נּוֹ֩ הַּתְּ ָּת֡ ע  הוְּ ֲעָרֶ֥ ב  הַַנְּ ַלָרָע֖ ָ֑ ָראֵׁ שְּ יִּ מִּ  
‘What is this evil which was among you? Now, give [up] the men, sons of 
wickedness who are in Gibeah and we will put them to death. Let us purge evil 
from Israel. 
The major difference between example 2.79 and the uses of ֵַׁע עבִּ רַר   is that the object is the 
cognate noun 230.ָרָעה The case is one of gang rape resulting in death. Whether or not this 
would be considered in terms of ָדם (blood) is difficult to know. However, the use of the 
singular noun here rather than the plural adjective (with a human referent) suggests 
something to do with the act itself is to be purged rather than the perpetrators. Therefore, 
it is likely that the word is being used metonymically to refer to the stain on the land (or 
perhaps society)231 which comes from the act for which atonement (through observing legal 
requirements) must be made. This is in line with the metonymic use of other words such 




230 This could be the case of a misplaced ַה as suggested in the apparatus to the BHS (but not BHQ). However, 
we will consider this on the assumption that ָרָעה is correct. 
231 Given that the ַע  is to be purged from among them as opposed to from the land. Woods appears to ר 
interpret 13:6 as referring to a stain on society, ‘Finally, Israel is exhorted to purge… the evil (that which 
contaminates society and damages relationship with Yahweh) from among you.’ Edward J. Woods, 
Deuteronomy: An Introduction and Commentary, TOTC 5 (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2011), 196. 
232 This usage is less common, but seen in a variety of words referring to iniquitous action. For two examples, 




2.80. Leviticus 10:17 
ַ ּוע  דַ֗ םמ  ןַָלכֶַּ֗ ֣ ּהַ׀ַָנת  ֹאָת֣ ואַוְּ ָ֑ יםַהִּ ֖ ָדשִּ שַָקִֽ דֶּ יַקֶֹ֥ ֶ֛ שַכִּ דֶּ ּקַֹ֔ ֣קֹוםַה  מְּ ַבִּ ָטאתֵ֙ ח  ִֽ ת־ה  םַאֶּ ֹ֤ ּתֶּ לְּ א־ֲאכ  ִֹֽ ַל
ַ אתֵ֙ ת־ָלשֵׁ ַהֲַעֹ֣וןאֶּ הָוִֽ יַיְּ ֶ֥ נֵׁ פְּ םַלִּ ֖ יהֶּ רֲַעלֵׁ ֶ֥ פֵׁ כ  הַלְּ ָדַ֔ ָהעֵׁ  
‘Why have you not eaten the sin offering in the holy place, since it is most holy 
and given to you to bear the iniquity [i.e. guilt incurred by iniquity] of the 
congregation to atone for them before the LORD?’ 
To purge the bad would be then to perform a legally mandated act which allows for a 
continued relationship between Israel and the LORD.233 This analysis anticipates the 
findings of chapters 3 and 4. The use of ע ע in the phrase ר  רַר  עֵׁ  then, appears to refer to ,בִּ
guilt incurred by a ע  ACT. The semantic pattern present here is a common one for this ר 
semantic domain, in which ע  .(4.2.2§ ,ָעוֺן participates (see major domain ר 
2.3.8.2 Conclusion 
In cases where ע ר is the grammatical object of ר  עֵׁ  to purge), the element was found to) בִּ
most likely be an ACT. This combination follows a semantic pattern common to the 
semantic domain ָעוֺן (analysed in §4.2.2) whereby the term functions as a metonym to refer 
to the guilt incurred by such an act. This was demonstrated with the metonymic use of the 
word ָעוֺן (example 2.80). This section presents an example of a use of ע  that does not ר 
conform to the standard use seen to this point. Here ע  is shown to refer not simply to a ר 
negative qualification, but to guilt, specifically guilt incurred by a ע ע‘ ACT. It is at the ר   ’ACT ר 
level that ע  functions as a negative qualification. This use will be seen in chapter 4 to be a ר 
development deriving from its use in a particular semantic domain. 
2.3.9 COGNITION 
There are 12 occurrences in the analysed text where ע  relates to cognition [7; 0; 5; 0; 0].234 ר 
All but four of these uses were governed by either the verb ע ין to know) or) ָיד  בִּ  to) הֵׁ
understand). Three were governed by the substantive ת ע   knowledge),235 and one by the) ד 
noun ַ לשֶּ כֶּ  (understanding). In three occurrences in the Judean Desert texts, manuscript 
damage renders any thorough analysis of the usage impossible.236 Therefore only 9 
occurrences can be analysed for this portion of analysis. 
 
 
233 The incident of the ל ע   sin) of Achan in Joshua 7 provides further support for this assessment of the) מ 
cognitive context. It demonstrates how the act of one person can lead to a damaged relationship between 
God and his people. Furthermore, by executing Achan the people mend their relationship with God and are 
then able to conquer Ai with God’s help (Josh 8). 
234 This group may be larger; however, this selection was chosen based on an initial analysis of all occurrences 
of ע  .in the analysed texts ר 
235 Bruce K. Waltke and Michael Patrick O’Connor, An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax (Winona Lake, 
Ind.: Eisenbrauns, 1990), §36.2.1.e. 
236 However, they display the antonymic relationship between טֹוב and ע  and so have been retained for the ר 





Occurrences: Gen 2:9, 17; 3:4, 22; Deut 1:39; 2 Sam 19:36; 1 Kgs 3:9; 1Q28a I,10-11*; 4Q303 8*; 
4Q416 1,15*; 4Q417 1i18*; 4Q418 2+2a-c,7*. 
2.3.9.1 Elements and Modification 
Much has been said and speculated about the tree of knowledge of good and evil (Genesis 
occurrences). However, because those uses have less hints within the discourse that help 
us to understanding the usage of ע  .they will be examined towards the end of §2.3.9.1 ,ר 
2.81. Deuteronomy 1:34b-35, 39 
ַר אֹמִֽ עַלֵׁ ֶ֥ ָּׁשב  יִּ  ו 
ֹורַָהַ דֶ֥ הַה  ּלֶּ יםַָהאֵַׁ֔ ֣ ַָבֲאָנשִּ ישֵ֙ הַאִּ ֶ֥ אֶּ רְּ ם־יִּ עאִּ יַַָר֖ ּתִּ עְּ ב ַ֔ שְּ רַנִּ ֣ הֲַאשֶּ טֹוָבַ֔ ץַה  תַָהָא֣רֶּ ָ֑הַאֵׁ ּזֶּ ה 
ם ִֽ יכֶּ ֲאבֹתֵׁ תַל  ֖ {...}ַָלתֵׁ  
רַלֹא םֲַאשֶֹּ֨ יכֶּ נֵׁ הַּובְּ יֶַּ֗ הְּ זַיִּ ֣ םַָלב  ּתֶָּ֜ רְּ רֲַאמ  ֲַאשֶֹּ֨ םֹ֩ כֶּ פְּ ט  ּוַ־וְּ עֹ֤ ַָידְּ יֹוםֵ֙ עוַָ֣טֹובַה  אּוַַָרַ֔ ָמהַָיבֹ֣ ֖ הֵׁ
ָמַה  ָשָ֑
He swore, ‘Not one of these men, this bad generation will see the good land 
which I swore to give to your fathers. {…} As for your children concerning 
whom you said “they will become plunder”, your children who do not know 
today good and bad, they will go in there. 
From example 2.81, it appears that the ability to ‘know good and bad’ is not something 
expected of children. HUMAN(BEHAVIOUR) is the element modified by the first part of the 
example (see example 2.28, §2.3.2.1). The flow of the argument then, implies that the same 
element is in view in the second part of the example: while the generation being addressed 
is described as ע ע i.e. having) ר   BEHAVIOUR), the children are described as neither knowing ר 
ע nor טֹוב  .BEHAVIOUR ר 














When they come, they shall assemble all those who come (including women 
and children), and they shall read [?] [a]ll the statutes of the covenant, making 
them know all their judgements, lest they err [?]. This is the rule for all the 
hosts of the congregation, for every native in Israel. From [?] [to ins]truct him 
in the Book of Hagu. In accordance with his days, they will instruct him in the 
statutes of the covenant and [?] [?] in their ordinances. Ten years [?] he is to 
be considered a youth and [?] twenty yea[rs] [?] [?] the ranks to come into the 
membership within his fam[i]ly, joining with the holy congregat[ion]. He 
must not [?] to a woman for sexual intercourse,238 until he is fully twe[nt]y 
years old, when he knows [good]239 and bad.240 
Example 2.82 appears to indicate that instruction up to 20 years of age was expected (by 
the community that produced the text) to culminate in ‘knowing good and bad’.241 
Instruction aims to avoid covenant (legal and or cultic) breaches (1Q28a I,5) and is focused 
on ‘Scripture with an emphasis on religious law’.242 It is possible that age 20 represented 
 
 
237 Accordance reads טב, but tags it as ף  children). On viewing the image it appears that the letter may have) ט 
been corrected. The final letter appears part way between the usual ב of this scribe and the ף of טף in line 4. 
The image can be viewed online (accessed 21 November 2019) at https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-
the-archive/image/B-278249. 
238 ‘to know her, for the lying of a male’. See DCH, שָכב  .10 ,מִּ
239 Although טֹוַב is missing from the text, the regularity of the expression and the size of the gap means we 
can have a high degree of confidence in the reconstruction. The gap can be viewed online (accessed 15 
November 2019) in the tenth line of the image at https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-
archive/image/B-278249. 
240 This translation is based on the translation of Wise, Abegg, and Cook. Oaktree Software, ‘Qumran Non-
Biblical Manuscripts: A New English Translation’, eds. Michael O. Wise, Martin G. Jr. Abegg and Edward M. 
Cook, 2009, https://www.accordancebible.com/store/details/?pid=QUMENG. Some of their reconstructions 
are retained in the text and translation.  
241 Wassen discusses lines 6-8 in connection with the education of children. Cecilia Wassen, ‘On the Education 
of Children in the Dead Sea Scrolls’, Studies in Religion/Sciences Religieuses 41, no. 3 (1 September 2012): 350–
63. 
242 Wassen, 353. It appears, from 1QSa I,11, that women were also instructed and expected to testify against 
their husbands if they turned aside from the rules of the cult. If this reading is correct, it would lend support 
to the view that at age 20, when they get married, men are expected to know and do right behaviour 
(according to the definition of the cult). Tal Ilan, ‘Reading for Women in 1QSa (Serekh Ha-Edah)’, in The Dead 
Sea Scrolls in Context: Integrating the Dead Sea Scrolls in the Study of Ancient Texts, Languages, and Cultures, 




some form of coming-of-age with admission into the general membership and the right to 
marry.243 However, not everything is open to the male aged 20—for example, it is not until 
age 30 that he can serve in a variety of official capacities (1Q28a I,13-18). The content of 
instruction indicates what is being taught is how to behave, hence the element in this 
example is, as with example 2.81, BEHAVIOUR. 
Example 2.83 is slightly different. 
2.83. 1 Kings 3:7-9 
אַ ֶֹ֥ ןַל רַָקטַֹ֔ ֣ע  ַנ  יֵ֙ ָאִֹֽנכִּ יַוְּ ָ֑ דַָאבִּ ֣ תַָדוִּ ח  ֖ ַּת  ָךַ֔ דְּ בְּ ת־ע  ִֽ ָּתַאֶּ כְּ ֣ ל  מְּ ַהִּ יַַאָּתהֵ֙ הָו֣הֱַאֹלָהַ֔ ַיְּ ָּתהֵ֙ ע  עַוְּ ֖ ד  אֵׁ
א ִֹֽ אתַָוב ֶ֥  צֵׁ
אַ ֶֹ֥ ל ֶ֛הַוְּ ָמנֶּ א־יִּ ִֹֽ רַל ֵ֧ בֲַאשֶּ ם־ָר֕ ָּתַע  רְּ רַָבָחָ֑ ֣ ָ֖ךֲַאשֶּ מְּ ֹוְךַע  תֶ֥ ַבְּ ָךַ֔ דְּ בְּ ע ֹ֨ בוְּ רִֹֽ רַמֵׁ ֖ ָּספֵׁ יִּ  
ַ ָךַ֔ מְּ ת־ע  ִֽ טַאֶּ ֹפ֣ שְּ ַלִּ ֵ֙ ע  ֹ֤בַשֹמֵֵׁ֙ ַלֵׁ ָךָ֜ דְּ בְּ ע  ַלְּ ָּתֹ֨ ָנת  יןַוְּ ֖ ָהבִּ ין־לְּ ִֽ עלְַַּ֣טֹובבֵׁ תַ־ַָרָ֑ טַאֶּ ֹפַ֔ שְּ ַלִּ לֵ֙ יַיּוכ  ֹ֤ יַמִּ ֣ כִּ
ה ִֽ ּזֶּ דַה  ֖ ָכבֵׁ ַה  ָךֶ֥ מְּ  ע 
Now, LORD my God, you have made your servant king in the place of David, my 
father, and I am a young man and do not know going and coming. Your servant 
is in the midst of your people whom you chose, a great people who cannot be 
numbered nor be counted because of their greatness. Give to your servant a 
hearing heart to judge your people, to discern between good and bad because 
who is able to judge this, your great people? 
This example uses a different verb—a synonym244 of ע  which could mean a slightly—ָיד 
different meaning is intended. While the verb ט  is commonly taken in the sense of legal ָשפ 
judgement, the discourse clearly indicates a wider meaning than the English term ‘judge’ 
allows (‘rule’ may be more appropriate).245 Solomon claims he is too young to know ‘going 
and coming’,246 he gives the reason for the difficulty in ‘judging’ to be how numerous the 
people are. The reason is not because of the difficulty of cases that come before him, but 
the size of the people he is to govern. Therefore, it is clear that he asks for the ability to 
discern in order to rule the people well.247 The element then, includes the set of duties 
applicable to a king. This may include behaviour, but perhaps should be primarily seen 
with regard to the ability to discern the truth in legal judgements (for which Solomon 
 
 
Taylor and Philip R. Davies, ‘On the Testimony of Women in 1QSa’, Dead Sea Discoveries 3, no. 3 (1996): 231–
35. 
243 Schiffman suggests that the knowledge refers to sexual awareness. However, he does not present a 
convincing case to back this up. He does tie it to puberty, but then takes the knowledge itself to refer to the 
commands as with the knowledge comes the obligation to obey the commands. Lawrence H. Schiffman, The 
Eschatological Community of the Dead Sea Scrolls: A Study of the Rule of the Congregation, Society of Biblical 
Literature Monograph Series 38 (Atlanta, GA: Scholars Press, 1989), 16n33, 19. 
244 DCH, בין. Willem A. VanGemeren, ed., NIDOTTE, vol. 5 (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1997), 114–15. 
245 This interpretation is also supported by DCH, 3 ,שפטa. 
246 I.e. to ‘carry on daily business’. Simon J. DeVries, 1 Kings, WBC 12 (Waco, TX: Word Books, Publisher, 1985), 
52. 




receives praise directly afterwards demonstrating that he has received the gift from God: 1 
Kgs 3:16-28).248 
The following example may be similar to example 2.83, referring to discernment in how to 
govern well.  
2.84. 2 Samuel 19:36 
ֹוםַה ַ יָ֜ יַה  ַָאֹנכִֹּ֨ יםַָשָנהֹ֩ ֣ ֹמנִּ ן־שְּ עבֶּ ֣ ד  ין־ַאֵׁ עלְַַּ֣טֹוב׀ַבֵׁ ַַָרַ֗ לֵ֙ רַֹאכ  ֹ֤ ת־ֲאשֶּ ַאֶּ ָךֵ֙ דְּ בְּ םַע  ֹ֤ ע  טְּ ם־יִּ אִּ
ַ ַעֹודֵ֙ ָךֶ֥ דְּ בְּ הַע  יֶֹּ֨ הְּ ִֽ ַיִּ ָלָמהֹ֩ ֹותַוְּ ָשרָ֑ יםַוְּ ֣ ֖קֹולַָשרִּ ֹודַבְּ עַעַ֔ ֣ מ  שְּ ם־אֶּ הַאִּ ּתֶַּ֔ שְּ רַאֶּ ֣ ת־ֲאשֶּ אֶּ אַוְּ ָּׂשַ֔ מ  לְּ
ְַך לֶּ ִֽ מֶּ יַה  ֖ ל־ֲאדֹנִּ  אֶּ
I am eighty years old today. Can I know between good and bad? Or can your 
servant taste—what I eat or what I drink? Or can I still hear the sound of 
singing men and singing women? Why should your servant be an additional 
burden to my lord the king? 
In example 2.84, King David has just offered to provide for the man speaking (Barzillai) as 
a reward for his loyalty in providing for the king (2 Sam 19:33-34, 37). This example suggests 
that ‘knowing good and bad’ is an ability that can be lost with very old age. In this case it 
has been linked by some with discerning what is pleasurable from what is not.249 However, 
this may not be the case. Barzillai presents himself as being concerned not with whether 
he will benefit from the king, but rather with not being a ָּׂשַא  burden) to the king.250 In) מ 
this light, the lack of ability to distinguish between טֹוב and ע  would indicate his inability ר 
to be a counsellor. His inability to taste or hear would indicate an inability to provide input 
into selection of food and entertainment. By presenting himself as an unworthy burden he 
is able to secure a place in the court for Chimham (2 Sam 19:39).251 The element being 
modified by טֹוב and ע  here is likely the same or very similar to that in example 2.83. It ר 
would refer to the things about which a king may seek counsel: to discern between positive 
and negative judgements/decisions. 
From examples 2.81-2.84, it appears that ‘knowing (between) good and bad’ refers to 
discernment. This discernment might take various nuances. In examples 2.81-2.82, it 
appears to be that which a person is expected to be taught and learn as they age. In 
 
 
248 DeVries sees the request as asking for the ability to determine truth from falsehood in order to administer 
justice. However, he finds expression of this request in Solomon’s ability ‘to suppress all outward show of 
rebelliousness to the end of his reign’. So he interprets it more widely than just truth versus falsehood. 
DeVries, 1 Kings, 52–53. 
249 For example, Anderson writes, ‘he would have been unable to enjoy the pleasures of court-life… He also 
pointed out that he was no longer able to tell the difference between good and bad. We take it as a rhetorical 
exaggeration, referring to what is pleasant and unpleasant rather than to ethical values.’ A. A. Anderson, 2 
Samuel, WBC 11 (Waco, TX: Word Books, Publisher, 1989), 239. 
250 Baldwin sees emphasis in the concern about burdening the king (rather than his own pleasure). Joyce G 
Baldwin, 1 and 2 Samuel: An Introduction and Commentary, TOTC 8, 2008, 296. 
251 This would be more valuable as he would be securing a long-term position in the king’s court. Victor Harold 




examples 2.83-2.84, the discernment is in reference to the duties of a king to rule well. 
While the sample of phrases is small, it is notable that all uses appear to be closely linked 
to behaviour. As such it seems that it refers to discerning between right and wrong. With 
reference to the king (and his counsellors) that extends to judging the behaviour of others 
as טֹוב or ע  .ר 
Having analysed these examples, we turn to the use in Genesis. They are all fairly similar, 
relating to תַטֹובַָוָרע ע  ד  ץַה   the tree of the knowledge of good and bad) and its function) עֵׁ
in the story. We will look at one example here. 
2.85. Genesis 3:5-6a 
יַ יםַכִַּ֗ ֱַאֹלהִַּ֔ ע  ֣ יַיֹדֵׁ ּנּוכִּ מֶַּ֔ םַמִּ ֣ כֶּ ֲַאָכלְּ יֹוםֵ֙ םַַבְּ ָ֑ יכֶּ ינֵׁ ִֽ ֖חּוַעֵׁ קְּ פְּ נִּ יםַוְּ אֹלהִַּ֔ ִֽ ַכֵׁ םֵ֙ יתֶּ יִּ הְּ יַוִּ ֖ עֵׁ ֹובַיֹדְּ עוַָטֶ֥ ָרִֽ  
יַ ֣ הַכִּ ָּׁש֡ אִּ אַָהִֽ רֶּ ֣ ּתֵׁ לַו  ֲאָכָ֜ מ  ץַלְּ ַָהעֵֹׁ֨ יטֹובֹ֩ ֵ֧ כִּ םַַוְּ יִּ ינ ַ֗ ֲאָוה־֣הּואַָלעֵׁ ִֽ ַת  ץֵ֙ דַָהעֵׁ ָמֹ֤ חְּ נֶּ ילוְּ כִַּ֔ שְּ ה  לְּ  
‘For God knows that in the day you eat from it your eyes will be opened, and 
you will be like God, knowing good and bad.’ The woman saw that the tree was 
good for food, and that it was a desirable thing for the eyes and the tree was 
desirable to give understanding… 
Example 2.85 exhibits a parallel structure, with the tree being considered with reference to 
food, the eyes, and knowledge. These parallels are colour coded in the example. This 
structure means that the phrase ‘knowing good and bad’ is in semantic parallel with the 
verb יל כִּ שְּ  to give understanding). In light of examples 2.81-2.84, such understanding is) הִּ
likely to concern how to live. However, the manner of knowing is to be the same as that of 
God and the manner of receiving it is not sanctioned by God. The implication of it being 
an unsanctioned activity may be that it is knowledge of good and bad according to their 
own, and not God’s, judgement.252 
Consider example 2.86 below. 4Q417 contains parallels to Genesis 1-3.253 However, a key 
difference between the texts that make up 4QInstruction and Genesis 2-3 is that the 
prohibition on eating to gain knowledge of good and bad is ‘inconsistent with one of the 
 
 
252 Wenham argues that it refers to acquisition of wisdom and that in this passage it refers to pursuit of it 
without reference to revelation and God which is said to be the beginning of knowledge (Prov 1:7). Gordon J. 
Wenham, Genesis 1-15, ed. David A. Hubbard, Glenn Barker, and John D. W. Watts, WBC 1 (Waco, TX: Word 
Books, Publ, 1987), 63. 
253 John J. Collins, ‘In the Likeness of the Holy Ones: The Creation of Humankind in a Wisdom Text from 
Qumran’, in The Provo International Conference on the Dead Sea Scrolls: Technological Innovations, New Texts, 
and Reformulated Issues, ed. Donald W. Parry and Eugene Ulrich, Studies on the Texts of the Desert of Judah 
30 (Leiden ; Boston: Brill, 1999), 609–18; John Strugnell, Daniel J. Harrington, and Torleif Elgvin, Qumran Cave 
4, Sapiential Texts, Part 2, 4Q Instruction (Mûsar Lĕ Mēvîn): 4Q415 Ff.  with a Re-Edition of 1Q26, Discoveries in 
the Judaean Desert, XXXIV (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1994), 165–66; Matthew J. Goff, ‘The Worldly and 
Heavenly Wisdom of 4QInstruction’ (PhD, University of Chicago, 2002), 110–13. It may also conflate some 
aspects of Genesis 1-3. Elgvin draws attention to this with particular reference to the trees of the garden which 
are all said to give knowledge (4Q423 1-2i1-2). Strugnell, Harrington, and Elgvin, Qumran Cave 4, Sapiental 




most important goals of 4QInstruction’ (to attain this knowledge)254 and so unlikely to have 
been part of the original text. 
2.86. 4Q417 1i16b-19 
 וינחיל֯ו֯נ֯וַלאנושַעםַ^עַם^ַרוחַַ֯כ]י[֯אַ
ביןידעַכיַלאַרוחַבשרַכתבניתַקדושיםַיצרוַועודַלואַנתןַהגׄוׄיַל  
דעברזַנהיהַוַ⟦ ַ⟧הבטַמביןַואתהַבןַ⟧ ⟦ כמשפטַ]ר[וחוַ]ַ[ַרעל]טו[ׄבַ  
 ]ַַַַ[תַכולַחיַׄוהתהלכוַ֯יפקׄוד255ַ֯ע֯לַ֯מע֯ש]יוַ[256
He bequeathed it [the Vision of Hagu] to Enosh with a people of spirit, because 
according to the image of holy ones he formed him. But he did not again give 
Hagu to the spirit of flesh, because it did not know between [goo]d257 to bad 
according to the judgement of his [i.e. God’s] [sp]irit [ ] But you, 
understanding son, look on the mystery that is to be258 and know [ ]? all life 
and the way one conducts himself he appoints over [his] deed[s]. 
The presence of the preposition phrase כמשפטַ]ר[וחו (according to the judgement of his 
[sp]irit) may be a useful help for understanding the Genesis text. As noted above, the 
prohibition against gaining knowledge in Genesis 2-3 is missing here. The knowledge on 
offer in 4Q417 is viewed positively and that on offer in Genesis 2-3 is viewed negatively. 
Additionally, the knowledge in 4Q417 is explicitly that which is according to the judgement 
of God’s spirit. This fits well with the suggestion that the knowledge in Genesis 2-3 is that 
which Adam and Eve take without reference to God’s judgement. 
Another feature of knowledge of טֹוב and ע  in 4Q417 may help us understand the extent ר 
of such knowledge. The knowledge appears tied to the acquisition of wisdom, which is 
gained through ‘contemplation upon revealed mysteries’ and makes one like the angels 
through the attainment of heavenly wisdom.259 The mysteries which give such knowledge 
appear connected to wider knowledge of creation.260 However, in example 2.86, the 
contrast between the ‘people of spirit’ and the ‘spirit of flesh’ and their respective ties to 
 
 
254 Goff, ‘The Worldly and Heavenly Wisdom of 4QInstruction’, 125. 
255 Accordance reads ֯הפקׄוד. However, from the photograph, the י should be preferred. Goff, 303. 
256 I follow Goff here. Goff, 303–4. 
257 As with example 2.82, the regularity of expression and the size of the gap (not to mention a portion of the 
final letter being present) means we can be sure טֹוב is the missing word in example 2.85. The gap can be 
viewed online (accessed 15 November 2019) in the eighteenth line of the image at 
https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-370823. 
258 Goff’s translation of רזַנהיה. He also suggests ‘the eternal mystery’. He notes that ‘No translation, however, 
fully captures the phrase’s temporal sense.’ Matthew J. Goff, ‘The Mystery of Creation in 4QInstruction’, Dead 
Sea Discoveries 10, no. 2 (2003): 169. 
259 Goff, ‘The Worldly and Heavenly Wisdom of 4QInstruction’, 113, 120. 




right and wrong action261 indicate that the knowledge has a strong relationship with such 
actions. 
Given the analysis in examples 2.81-2.84, where such knowledge is related to discerning 
what right action is, it seems that this is the knowledge in view in the Genesis text. 
However, knowledge which allows good ‘moral judgement’ may involve a wide array of 
information. Additionally, from the use with monarchs and their advisors (examples 2.83-
2.84), it appears to be more than simply moral judgement, but ability to make wise 
decisions in general.262 
2.3.9.2 Conclusion 
This group of uses is unusual. However, it seems likely that the usage in reference to 
COGNITION is tied to wisdom to know the appropriate course of action. In such use, טֹוב and 
ע  act as opposing categories of positive and negative courses of action. This group appears ר 
to be used primarily concerning right and wrong actions according to God. However, it 
contains a more general sense of wisdom to make wise judgements about things which 
may not be considered moral: for example, a moral ruler may not rule well, but knowledge 
of good and bad appears to cover both morality and statesmanship. 
2.3.10 AFFLICTION 
There are 11 occurrences of ע  modifying a word which indicates a human disease or ר 
affliction in the analysed texts [6; 0; 5; 0; 0]. In such use it modifies י לִּ ה ,ח  וֶּ דְּ ה ,מ  ֲחלֶּ ע ,מ  ג   ,נֶּ
ין חִּ ים and ,שְּ אִּ ֲחל   .ּת 
Occurences: Deut 7:15; 28:35, 59; Job 2:7; Eccl 6:2; 2 Chron 21:19; 1QpHab IX,2; 4Q181 1,1; 
4Q368 10i8*; 4Q504 1-2iii8*; 11Q5 XXIV,12. 
Example 2.87 demonstrates this use of ע  .ר 
2.87. Deuteronomy 7:15a 
ָכל־ יַוְּ לִּ ָ֖ךַָכל־חָֹ֑ מְּ הָוֶ֛הַמִּ ירַיְּ ֵ֧ סִּ הֵׁ ַוְּ יֹ֩ וֵׁ דְּ םַָהַמ  יִּ ֹ֨ ר  צְּ יםמִּ ַָרעִָּ֜  
The Lord will turn from you every sickness, and all the bad diseases of Egypt… 
It appears that the element being modified here is AFFLICTION. However, a disease is clearly 
already a negative thing in that it negatively impacts human life (and so has negative 
prosody)263 and as such are not described with terms such as טֹוב. Applying a negative 
modification may be expected to amplify the sense of severity. This assessment is 
 
 
261 Goff, ‘The Worldly and Heavenly Wisdom of 4QInstruction’, 108–13. 
262 Thus a general knowledge may be considered a part of this as it aids good decision making. Such general 
knowledge wisdom was given to Solomon by God (1 Kgs 5:9-14 [Eng. 4:29-34]). 
263 Using the definition of Monika Bednarek, ‘Semantic Preference and Semantic Prosody Re-Examined’, 




supported by three uses where ע  great). Example 2.88) ָּגדֹול sits in semantic parallel with ר 
demonstrates this use.264 
2.88. Deuteronomy 28:59 
ָךַ ָ֑ עֶּ רְּ ֣כֹותַז  תַמ  ֖ אֵׁ ַוְּ ָךַ֔ תְּ כֹ֣ ת־מ  ַאֶּ הָוהֵ֙ אַיְּ ָלֹ֤ פְּ הִּ ֹותַוְּ כֹ֤ ַמ  דֹלֹותֵ֙ ֹותַוַָּגְּ ֱ֣אָמנַ֔ נֶּ םוְּ ֶ֥ ָליִּ יםַַח  ֖ ָרעִּ
יםַ ִֽ ֱאָמנִּ נֶּ  וְּ
The Lord will make your wounds and the wounds of your descendants 
extraordinary, great and lasting wounds, and bad and lasting sicknesses. 
In this example, the neutral ָּגדֹול and negative ע  function as amplifiers of severity ר 
modifying AFFLICTION. In this use, ע  .may be considered to apply a negative modification ר 
ע ע to טֹוב can be considered as the negative pole of a ר   scale. While the positive end of the ר 
scale is not relevant when considering AFFLICTION, the application of the negative term 
serves to indicate severity by evoking the negative end of the scale. 
 (animal) ַחָיה 2.3.11
There are 9 occurrences of ע ָיה modifying ר   .[animal) in the analysed texts [7; 0; 0; 0; 2) ח 
This use appears to exist in very specific circumstances, always in the phrase ָיהַָרָעה   .ח 
Occurences: Gen 37:20, 33; Lev 26:6; Ezek 5:17; 14:15, 21; 34:25; m. m. Taʿan. 3:5; m. ʾAbot 5:9. 
From the examples 2.89-2.91 presented below, it appears that ָיהַָרָעה  refers to a dangerous ח 
animal. It eats people (example 2.89), its removal is considered a blessing (example 2.90), 
and it can be a punishment (examples 2.91). The effects of having ָיהַָרָעה  in the land is ח 
comparable to that of famine and war (examples 2.90-2.91). 
2.89. Genesis 37:20 
נּוַ רְּ ָאמ ֕ ֹותַוְּ בֹרַ֔ דַה  ֣ ַאח  ַבְּ הּוֵ֙ כֵֵׁ֙ לִּ שְּ נ  הּוַוְּ גֵַׁ֗ רְּ ה  ִֽ נ  ֣כּוַוְּ הַ׀ַלְּ ָּת֣ ע  ָיֶ֥הַוְּ הַח  ה־ָרָע֖ הַמ  אֶּ֕ רְּ נִּ הּוַוְּ תְּ ֲאָכָלָ֑
יַו ֖יּוֲַחֹלֹמָתִֽ הְּ  יִּ
Come now, lets kill him and throw him in one of the cisterns. We will say a bad 
animal ate him, then we will see what will become [of] his dreams! 
2.90. Leviticus 26:6 
יַ ּתִָּ֞ ב  שְּ הִּ ידַוְּ ָ֑ ֲחרִּ יןַמ  ֣ אֵׁ םַוְּ ֖ ּתֶּ בְּ כ  ץַּושְּ ַָבָאַ֔רֶּ יַָשלֹוםֵ֙ ֹ֤ ּתִּ ָנת  ָיֹ֤הַוְּ ַח  ץַָרָעהֵ֙ ן־ָהָאַ֔רֶּ בַלֹא־מִּ רֶּ ֖ חֶּ וְּ
ם ִֽ כֶּ צְּ ַארְּ רַבְּ ֲעבֶֹ֥  ת 
I will give you peace in the land. You will lie down and none will frighten [you]. 
I will remove [the] bad animal from the land and [the] sword will not pass 








2.91. Ezekiel 5:17 
ם יכֶּ לֵׁ יֲַעָ֠ ֣ ּתִּ חְּ ּל  שִּ בַוְַּ וְּ ָיֹ֤הָרָעָ֞ ַַח  יַָרָעהֵ֙ ֶ֥ ְךֲַאנִּ יִּ יאַָעל ַ֔ ֣ ַָאבִּ בֵ֙ רֶּ חֵֶּ֙ ְךַוְּ ֲעָבר־ָבָ֑ םַי  רַָוָד֖ בֶּ ֶ֥ דֶּ ְךַוְּ ל ַ֔ כְּ שִּ וְּ
הָו֖הַ ַייְּ ּתִּ רְּ ִֽ ב  דִּ  
I will send on you famine and [the] bad animal. They will bereave you of 
children. Plague and blood will pass through you and I will bring [the] sword 
on you. I the LORD have spoken. 
However, ָיה ע can operate in the above contexts without ח   In fact, there are more .ר 
examples of ָיה ע used without ח   than with it in these contexts, and these include variation ר 
of use within texts (and thus within idiolects and dialects).265 Consider examples 2.92-2.93: 
2.92. Ezekiel 33:27b 
רַ ֹ֤ ֲִַֽאשֶּ לּוַו  ֹפַ֔ בַיִּ רֶּ ֣ חֶּ ַב  ָרבֹותֵ֙ ח  ִֽ רֵַ֙בֶּ הַלַ ֲַאשֶּ ַ֔ ָּׂשדֶּ ֣יַה  נֵׁ ל־פְּ ָיֶ֥הע  יוַַח  ֖ ּתִּ ת  ֹוַנְּ לָ֑ ָאכְּ ֹותַלְּ ָצדֶ֥ מְּ רַב  ֶ֛ ֲאשֶּ ו 
ּותַּו רַָימִֽ בֶּ ֶ֥ דֶּ ָע֖רֹותַב  מְּ  ּוב 
Whoever is in the waste places will fall by the sword, whoever is in the field I 
will give to the animal for its food, and whoever is in the strongholds and in 
the caves will die by the plague. 
2.93. Job 5:22-23 
מֵַׁ קַּוִֽ ָחָ֑ שְּ ןַּתִּ ָכָפ֣ דַּולְּ שֹ֣ ֶ֥תלְּ י  ץַח  ָאַ֗רֶּ ַאַָה  יָרִֽ ַאל־ּתִּ  
ָךַוְַּ ָ֑ יתֶּ רִּ הַבְּ ֣ ָּׂשדֶּ ֣יַה  נֵׁ ם־ַאבְּ יַעִּ ֹ֤ ֶ֥תכִּ י  הַַח  ַ֗ ָּׂשדֶּ ְךה   ָמה־ָלִֽ לְּ ָהשְּ  
You will laugh at destruction and at famine, and from the animal of the land 
you will not fear. Because your covenant is with the stones of the field, and the 
animal of the field has made peace with you. 
If, as Clines suggests,266 ָיה  is taken to refer to wild animals then these examples would ח 
present natural behaviour of that category. In the cognitive context, an element of the 
category ANIMAL(WILD) is that it is HARMFUL TO HUMANS. This is such that a sign of divine 
blessing is having peace with the ָיה ע .(example 2.93, cf. Job 5:8, 17) ח   is not necessary to ר 
understand such animals are dangerous. However, when ע  is applied it emphasises the ר 
negative aspects of the ָיה ע As when .ח  ָיה modifies AFFLICTION, a negative ר   is considered ח 
with respect to how it affects humans. 
2.4 Conclusion 
The analysis of chapter 2 (§2.3) has demonstrated that ע  can modify a wide range of ר 
differing elements. In most circumstances of use, ע  provides a negative qualification to ר 
the element. This can give the impression of a wide range of polysemes. However, such 
variations are due not to variations in how ע  ;operates, but in the elements it modifies ר 
 
 
265 These include: Ex 23:29; Lev 26:21; Deut 7:22; Isa 35:9; Jer 12:9; Ezek 29:5; 34:5, 8, 28; Hos 2:14; 13:8. Ben Sira 
39:30 may also be included here, however it is modified by a term indicating dangerous quality: ן  .(tooth) שֵׁ
266 Clines has argued that ַָיה ָיהַ ,is generally used to describe wild animals. See DCH ח   ,II and David J. A. Clines ח 




elements which themselves need to be understood within the cognitive context of the 
ancient society. That being said, there were some variations in the operation of ע  .ר 
Firstly, the manner in which ע  modifies elements which are neutral versus those which ר 
are negative267 needs addressing. In both examples 2.94 and 2.95, ע  applies a negative ר 
qualification. However, in 2.94 it amplifies a negative element and in 2.95 it modifies a 
neutral element. 
2.94. Psalm 144:10b 
ֹוַמֵַׁ דַ֗ בְּ דַע  ֶ֥ ת־ָדוִּ הַאֶּ פֹוצֶּ ַ֭ בה  רֶּ ֶ֥ ַהַחֶּ ָרָעִֽ  
The one who rescues David, his servant, from the bad sword. 
In example 2.94, the element being modified by ע  is not the implement SWORD, but the ר 
element of a sword: HARMFUL TO HUMANS. 
2.95. Jeremiah 24:2 
דַ ָחַ֗ ֣דּודַאֶּ ַה  יםֵ֙ נִּ אֵׁ ֖יטֹ֣בֹותַּתְּ נֵׁ אֵׁ תְּ דַכִּ ֹאַ֔ ֹותַַמְּ רָ֑ כ  ב  דַה  ָחַ֗ ֣דּודַאֶּ ה  ַוְּ יםֵ֙ נִּ אֵׁ רַָר֣עֹותַּתְּ ֶ֥ דֲַאשֶּ ֹאַ֔ מְּ
ָנהַמֵַׁ לְּ ֖ ָאכ  ִֽ ַלֹא־תֵׁ ע  רִֹֽ  
One basket had very good figs, like the first-ripe figs, and the other basket had 
very bad figs which could not be eaten from badness. 
In example 2.95, the element modified is the quality of the figs: FRUIT(QUALITY). It is a 
neutral element which is considered on a scale of טֹוב to ע  .ר 
These examples demonstrate that where ע  modifies an element that may be considered ר 
as negative, it serves to emphasise the negative element of the concept in view. For the 
examples of ב רֶּ ָיה sword) and) חֶּ  animal), this entails foregrounding the negative element) ח 
HARMFUL TO HUMANS of the concepts SWORD and ANIMAL(WILD).268 In contrast, for ָנה אֵׁ  ,(fig) ּתְּ
the element FRUIT(QUALITY) is modified to become FRUIT(BAD QUALITY).269  
 
 
267 This is similar to negative semantic prosody, although that concept is used in reference to words 
themselves. Bednarek, ‘Semantic Preference and Semantic Prosody Re-Examined’, 133; see also John 
McHardy Sinclair, Trust the Text: Language, Corpus and Discourse (London: Routledge, 2004), 144–45. 
268 This is a feature that can be seen in ‘overlapping antonyms’. Where the element being modified is negative, 
it would likely be impossible for טֹוב to occur. This can perhaps be seen with terms of AFFLICTION (§2.3.10) 
although the argument is from silence. As an example of this from English, Cruse presents ‘?How good is 
Mary’s toothache?’. Cruse, Meaning in Language, 157. 
269 It might be argued that the element here is still HARMFUL TO HUMANS. However, in example 2.95, these bad 
quality figs are presented as being maximally bad in that they cannot be eaten. The qualification implies that 
a scale of טֹוב to ע ע is understood, and that something ר   is not necessarily inedible. The qualification was ר 




Secondly, contrary to Myhill,270 ע ע has both objective and subjective usage.271 ר   may also ר 
evoke a negative category in contrast to טֹוב (or ה  or the negative direction of a scale.272 (ָיפֶּ
These uses may be visualised as in Figure 2.1 below, with A corresponding to the categorical 
use and B corresponding to relative scalar use. 
Figure 2.1. Category Versus Scalar Use of ַע  ר 
Lastly, an unexpected variation in the use of ע רַ was found in §2.3.8.2. In the phrase ר  עֵׁ בִּ
ע  it was shown to refer not simply to a negative qualification, but to GUILT, specifically ,ר 
GUILT incurred by a ע  ACT. While the explanations of some commentators tend towards ר 
this description,273 it does not appear to have been clearly laid out as a meaning of ע  This .ר 
is examined further in Chapter 4 (§4.2.2) where it is demonstrated that such use is a 
semantic pattern common to the semantic domain ָעוֺן. In such use the term functions as a 
metonym to refer to the GUILT incurred by an ACT. This portion of the finding is outwith the 
definitions previously highlighted by Dohmen and Myhill. It points to the existence of 
polysemy in the use of ע  specifically driven by the semantic domain of use.274 It also points ר 




270 Myhill, ‘Subjective Hebrew Raʿ and Objective English Evil: A Semantic Analysis’. 
271 The objective use was indicated a number of times across a number of areas: ACT, examples 2.18-2.19 §2.3.1.2; 
HUMAN, example 2.34 §2.3.2.2; EYE(MENTAL STATE), §§2.3.4.1-2.3.4.2 (used in examples 2.47-2.52); BEHAVIOUR, 
example 2.55 §§2.3.5.1-2.3.5.2. Subjective use is clearly indicated at times through use of phrases such as ינ עֵׁ ַ-בְּ  
(in the eyes of…). 
272 The scalar use was detected a number of times across a number of areas: ACT, example 2.20 §2.3.1.2; 
COMMODITY, examples 2.35, 2.37, and 2.42 §§2.3.3.1-2.3.3.2; GENEROSITY, example 2.50 §2.3.4.1 (in use with ן יִּ  ;ע 
eye). 
273 Woods refers to the ‘evil’ being ‘that which contaminates society’ which appears to be this idea of guilt 
derived from a ע  ACT. Woods, Deuteronomy, 196. Merrill also appears to approach this interpretation in his ר 
explanations of 17:7 and 22:21. In particular in commenting on 22:21 he writes, ‘Only her death at the hands of 
the community could remove the disgrace brought about by her deed’. Merrill, Deuteronomy, 261, 304. 
274 This is also goes unnoticed in DCH which lists such uses of ַע ַע ,under ‘(ethical) evil’. DCH ר   .II, 2 ר 
ע  טֹוב ר 






Chapter 3: Mapping the Lexical 
Semantic Domains of ַע  ר 
Chapter 2 identified one use of ע  which appeared to be influenced by a semantic pattern ר 
common to a specific semantic domain of use. In this chapter I begin the process of 
describing that semantic domain (and some additional ones) by mapping the lexical 
semantic domains of ע  using a semantic association analysis. Although this only leads to ר 
a partial picture of the domains of use of ע  it does add important information to our ,ר 
understanding of ע  .ר 
3.1 Semantic Associations of ע  ר 
3.1.1 Preliminary Matters 
Before beginning the analysis, a few data management issues need to be discussed. These 
include two issues of identification (of words where textual damage is an issue, §3.1.1.1; and 
of semantic associations, §3.1.1.2), classification of semantic associations (§3.1.1.3), and the 
presentation of data (§3.1.1.4). Data presentation also includes some discussion of what can 
and cannot be said from statistics presented. Finally, additional details for determining 
which words are likely to be within the semantic domains of ע  .(are addressed (§3.1.1.5 ר 
3.1.1.1 Textual Damage and Semantic Associations 
In Chapter 2 (§2.1.1), I dealt with the process for identifying and selecting words for analysis. 
However, I did not discuss instances where textual damage impacted semantic 
associations. There were a number of occurrences where a semantic association was clearly 
present, but the text was damaged enough that the semantic associate was lost. An 
example of this can be found in Ketef Hinnom I,9-10.275 
3.1. Ketef Hinnom I,9-10 
רע ומה]?[ח  ]ה[ברכה מכל  
[ha]b-beraḵa mik-kol [?]ḥ we-me-ha-raʿ 
… [the] blessing from every [?] and from the רע (raʿ; bad). 
While there is some conjecture over whether ברכה (beraḵa; blessing) is the correct 
reading,276  it is fairly clear that there is a semantic association between the missing word 
 
 
275 This text is rather damaged, but the important section presented here is in good condition but for the 
damage to the association. 
276 Aḥituv writes “It is uneasy…” because “We did not encounter a blessing “from” something.” He justifiably 




and רע (raʿ). The word has been reconstructed in various ways, the most convincing of 
which may be פח (paḥ; snare).277 However, this word does not feature a common 
semantic association with ע  and so it must be designated as a text where the semantic ר 
association is too uncertain. In these cases the occurrence was counted initially, but 
excluded from statistics (see §3.1.1.4). 
However, on some occasions the target word or semantic associates were included where 
they were partially missing or damaged but judged as certain to be original.278 These 
occurrences, along with less damaged occurrences are marked by an asterisk (*) and 
reasons for inclusion are addressed in Appendix C. 
3.1.1.2 Identifying Semantic Associations 
After occurrences (to be analysed) of a target word are identified, the next step is to identify 
semantic associations of a word. Due to the likelihood of falsely imposing a foreign 
structure onto the language, it seems appropriate to be liberal in the inclusion of semantic 
associations. As an example of something that could be contentious, take Jonah 3:10: 
3.2. Jonah 3:10 
בּוַמִַּ י־ָש֖ םַכִּ יהֶַּ֔ ֲעשֵׁ ֣ ת־מ  ִֽ ַאֶּ יםֵ֙ ֱאֹלהִּ אַָהִֽ ַֹֽ֤רְּ י  ָכַ֣ו  רְּ הםַָהַד  ל־ָהַַָרָעָ֑ יםַע  םַָהֱאֹלהִַּ֗ ָּנ֣חֶּ יִּ הו  ר־ַָרָעֶ֛ ֲאשֶּ
ה אַָעָשִֽ ֶֹ֥ ל םַוְּ ֖ ֲעשֹות־ָלהֶּ רַל  ֶ֥ בֶּ  דִּ
God saw their works, that they had turned from their ָרָעה (ADJ.FS.bad) way and 
God relented concerning the ָרָעה (N.FS.evil) that he said he would do to them 
and did not do [it]. 
In this example it is difficult to determine whether to count the phrase ְךַָרָעה רֶּ  as being דֶּ
semantically associated to the noun ַָהָרע  (evil). We might argue that the use of the noun is 
clearly different in that it refers to a destructive event (Jonah 3:4). However, this argument 
may be applying a theological distinction on to what, linguistically, may not exist. 
In cases such as these, there is great potential for imposing foreign cognitive categories and 
context (see §§1.4.1.1-1.4.1.2) onto the text. For this reason, cases with a significant degree 
of uncertainty were considered to be semantically associated in the first instance, relying 
on later stages of analysis to eliminate any anomalous inclusions. 
 
 
Echoes from the Past: Hebrew and Cognate Inscriptions from the Biblical Period, Carta Handbook (Jerusalem: 
Carta, 2008), 52–53. 
277 Although it may be tempting to resolve the difficulties by reading the lost letter as  א and thus reading אח 
(ʾå ̄ḥ; brother) and  רע (rēaʿ; neighbour), Barkay has also found some small evidence of the downward stroke 
of the  פ which would be difficult to reconcile with the letter א. Gabriel Barkay et al., ‘The Amulets from 
Ketef Hinnom: A New Edition and Evaluation’, Bulletin of the American Schools of Oriental Research, no. 334 
(May 2004): 58–59; Jeremy Daniel Smoak, The Priestly Blessing in Inscription and Scripture: The Early History 
of Numbers 6:24-26 (New York: Oxford University Press, 2015), 26. 




Example 3.2 pre-empts the next question: how do we deal with semantic associations 
involving phrases? Certain phrases may occur within certain domains where the individual 
words (or some of the individual words) would be absent. For example, there is a certain 
set of associations common to Leviticus,279 Ezekiel and the Mishnah: 
3.3. Ezekiel 14:21a 
יַ׀ַָהַ ֣ ָפט  תַשְּ ע  ֣ ב  י־ַארְּ ִֽ ַ֗הַַא֣ףַכִּ הֹוִּ רֲַאדָֹנ֣יַיְּ הַָאמ ָ֜ ַכֹֹ֨ יֹ֩ יםכִּ בַָרעִּ֡ רֶּ בַוְַַּחֶָּ֠ ָיֹ֤הוְַָּרָעָ֞ ַַח  רַוַָָרָעהֵ֙ בֶּ ַ֔ דֶּ
ַי ּתִּ חְּ ֖ ּל   שִּ
For thus says the Lord God “How much more when I send my four bad 
judgements, sword, and famine, and bad animals, and plague… 
The words ב רֶּ ר famine), and) ָרָעב ,(sword) חֶּ בֶּ ע plague) only occur consistently with) דֶּ  ר 
when it modifies ָיה ָיהַָרָעה animal). This may be grounds for analysing the phrase) ח   as a ח 
unit. However, initially phrasal units will be displayed as subsections within the analysis 
table. This will allow information to be visualised without hastening to a conclusion about 
how certain phrases function in the analysed Ancient Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew texts. 
Including phrases like this immediately begs the question of when to include a phrase. The 
answer is that it depends on whether or not individual words or phrases are in semantic 
associations. Example 3.4 provides a good example where phrases can be properly 
separated. 
3.4. Jeremiah 23:22b 
ַמִַּ בּוםֵ֙ ישִּ ִֽ ָכַ֣וִּ רְּ עםַָהַד  ַּומֵַַָׁרַ֔ ע  יַרֹ֖ לֵׁ לְּ ע  ִֽ םמ  ִֽ הֶּ  
and if they turn from their bad way and from the badness of their deeds. 
In this example it’s quite clear that the terms ְך רֶּ ֲעָלל way) and) דֶּ  deed) are semantic) מ 
parallels. The semantic associations in the phrases are ע ַ||ר  ְך and רֹע  רֶּ ֲעָלל||דֶּ  Because these .מ 
types of phrases are not represented in the tables below we must be cautious in 
interpreting what the data means. For example, ע  good) appear in a wide) טֹוב bad) and) ר 
range of contexts, but the phrases they occur in and the frequency of these occurrences is 
not represented in Table 3.3 (§3.1.2). 
An important and closely related issue concerns when a string of text is considered ‘too 
long’ to be included as a semantic association. Clearly clauses can be semantically 
associated to each other, or a word can be semantically associated to a clause. We could 
argue that a dictionary definition is semantically associated to the word it defines. 
However, it would be misguided to include such things in a semantic association analysis 








3.5. Ezekiel 36:31 
ת־ ַאֶּ םֵ֙ ּתֶּ רְּ כ  םַָהַּוזְּ ֣ יכֶּ כֵׁ רְּ יםד  יםַּוַָרעִַּ֔ ָ֑ א־טֹובִּ ִֹֽ רַל ֣ םֲַאשֶּ ֖ יכֶּ לֵׁ לְּ ע  למ  ֵ֚ םַע  יכֶַּ֔ נֵׁ פְּ ַבִּ םֵ֙ טֹתֶּ קִֹֽ ַּונְּ
םַ יכֶַּ֔ תֵׁ לֲַעֹוֹנ֣ ֖ ע  םוְּ ִֽ יכֶּ ֹותֵׁ ּתֹוֲעבִֽ  
You shall remember your bad ways and your deeds which were not good and 
you will be loathsome in your sight because of your iniquities and your 
abominations. 
In example 3.5, an association exists between ים םַָהָרעִַּ֔ ֣ יכֶּ כֵׁ רְּ ע your) ד  רַ ,(ways ר  ֣ םֲַאשֶּ ֖ יכֶּ לֵׁ לְּ ע  מ 
יַם ָ֑ א־טֹובִּ ִֹֽ ם ,(your deeds which were not good) ל יכֶַּ֔ תֵׁ ַם your iniquities), and) ֲעֹוֹנ֣ ִֽ יכֶּ ֹותֵׁ  ּתֹוֲעבִֽ
(your abominations). The association between ע  need not take into account the טֹוב and ר 
phrases. However, for the associations with ָעוֺן and ָבַה  .the entire phrase is important ּתֹועֵׁ
It was decided that phrases such as ים ָ֑ א־טֹובִּ ִֹֽ רַל ֣ םֲַאשֶּ ֖ יכֶּ לֵׁ לְּ ע   your deeds which were not) מ 
ים should be included. Furthermore, this is semantically a negation of (טֹוב יםַטֹובִּ ֲעָללִּ  טֹוב) מ 
deeds). Therefore, the schematic טֹוב ֲעָללַ ָבה was tabulated as an association of מ   ּתֹועֵׁ
(abomination).280 By way of contrast, 1 Kings 15:26 affords an example of what is not 
included. 
3.6. 1 Kings 15:26 
שַָהַ ֶ֥ע  י  עַו  ֖ ַבְַּר  ְךֵ֙ לֶּ יֵֵׁ֙ הָוָ֑הַו  ֣יַיְּ ינֵׁ עֵׁ ְךבְּ רֶּ ֣ בְַַּדֶּ יוַּוֹ֨ ָטאתַַָ֔אבִַּ֔ ַלח  ִֽ ָראֵׁ שְּ ת־יִּ יאַאֶּ ֖ ֱחטִּ רַהֶּ ֶ֥ ֹוֲַאשֶּ  
He did the bad [thing] in the eyes of the LORD and he went in the way of his 
father and in his sin with which he caused Israel to sin. 
Example 3.6 is a difficult case. At face value it may appear that ְך רֶּ ָטאת way) and) דֶּ  (sin) ח 
are semantic associates of ע  bad). However, we must note that the construction is not) ר 
יו ָאבִּ עַ ע the) ר  ע of his father). Therefore, we are led to the conclusion that to ‘do the ר   ר 
[thing]’ is to ‘walk in the way of his father’ and also ‘in his father’s sin.’ Thus ‘the ע  is ’ר 
semantically associated to the action of walking in his father’s sin rather than the term 
ָטאת  sin). We then might modify the analysis of the associations of that verse to the) ח 
following: 
3.7. 1 Kings 15:26 
שַָהַוַ  ֶ֥ע  עַי  ֖ הָוָ֑הַוַ ר  ֣יַיְּ ינֵׁ עֵׁ יוַבְּ ְךַָאבִַּ֔ רֶּ ֣ דֶּ ַבְּ ְךֵ֙ לֶּ ֹוַּוַֹ֨יֵֵׁ֙ ָטאתַ֔ ח  ַלבְּ ִֽ ָראֵׁ שְּ ת־יִּ יאַאֶּ ֖ ֱחטִּ רַהֶּ ֶ֥ ֲאשֶּ  
He did the bad [thing] in the eyes of the LORD and he went in the way of his 
father and in his sin with which he caused Israel to sin. 
This analysis of the semantic associations acknowledges the importance of the verbs in the 
association. The association is between the two actions to an extent that casts serious 
doubt on whether a close relationship exists between the individual words. The discourse 
 
 
280 This is for ease of analysing tabulated data. At times this leads to schematic phrases being tabulated that 
may not exist in the analysed text. Therefore, tabulated phrases should not be assumed to be consistently 




context supports this conclusion. The ‘sin’ turns out to be primarily the gold calves created 
by Jeroboam (1 Kgs 12:28-30; cf. ‘the sin of Jeroboam’ 1 Kgs 15:34; 16:19, 25-26). 
As a rule of thumb, verbs and verb phrases were excluded from analysis. This is because of 
the issue outlined above through examples 3.5 and 3.6: verbs are generally associated with 
our target words in a more complex fashion such that they are out of the scope of the 
analysis. However, at times verbs do feature, particularly as participles denoting people 
who do an action. A prime example is found in the phrase ן יַָאוֶּ  doers of villainy).281) פֹוֲעלֵׁ
Although this phrase contains a verb, it is quite clear that it is within the scope of the 
current analysis: 
3.8. Psalm 28:3a 
ם־ יַעִּ נִּ ֣ כֵׁ שְּ מְּ י֮םַַאל־ּתִּ ָשעִּ ם־רְּ עִּ ןוְּ יַָאֶ֥וֶּ ֲעלֵֵׁ֫ ֹפֹ֪  
Do not drag me off with the wicked and with the doers of villainy. 
Here the participle י ַן doers) functions as a way of modifying the semantics of) פֹוֲעלֵׁ  ָאוֶּ
(villainy) from a thing to a person who does such a thing. In contrast to the issue in 
examples 3.6-3.7, the reference in example 3.8 is to a group of people (a thing) rather than 
an action. 
Two final issues bear mention here: when two identical semantic associations occur within 
the same clause; and the distance of words in association. 
3.9. Isaiah 5:20a 
יםַלַָ ֶ֥ רִּ ע֣הֹויַָהֹאמְּ ֶ֛ לַ ֖טֹובַַר  ע֣טֹובַוְּ ָרָ֑  
Woe to those who say of what is bad ‘it is good’ and of what is good ‘it is bad’… 
While this case technically involves two occurrences of our target word ע  it is counted as ,ר 
one occurrence for statistical purposes as it appears to comprise of a single contrast. As a 
consequence, while it is counted as two occurrences in our corpus it is excluded from some 
statistics in the same manner as occurrences where a semantic association was lost (see 
§3.1.1.4). 
On rare occasions words are considered to be semantically associated when they occur 
over a number of verses. The greatest separation is perhaps seen in Ezekiel 14:12-20. These 
verses contain the same series of associations as seen in example 3.3. That is, the 
association occurs between the words: ב רֶּ ר ;(famine) ָרָעב ;(sword) חֶּ בֶּ  plague), and the) דֶּ
phrase ָיהַָרָעה ע) ח   .(beast ר 
 
 
281 Readers may be surprised by the choice of ‘villainy’ as a gloss for ן  The choice for this is twofold. First, it .ָאוֶּ
allows glosses of ַן  to be distinguished. Second, ‘iniquity’, through its use to translate terms such as ָעוֺן and ָאוֶּ
 has acquired senses proper to those terms. The use of villainy was considered a relatively good way to ,ָעוֺן




3.10. Ezekiel 14:13a, 15a, 17a, 19a 
םַ חֶּ ה־ָלָ֑ טֵׁ ּהַמ  יַָל֖ ּתִּ רְּ ֶ֥ ָשב  יָהַוְּ ַָעלֶַּ֔ יֵ֙ יַָידִּ יתִּ ֹ֤ ָנטִּ לַוְּ ע  ָעל־מ ַ֔ מְּ ַלִּ יֵ֙ ֱחָטא־לִּ יַתֶּ ֹ֤ ץַכִּ רֶּ ֵ֚ םַאֶּ ן־ָאָדַ֗ בֶּ
ּהַ י־ָב֣ ּתִּ חְּ ל  שְּ הִּ בוְּ ַ{...}ַָרָעַ֔  
ּו־ ָיֶ֥הלִֽ הַַח  ץָרָעֶ֛ ירַָבָא֖רֶּ ֶ֥ {...}ַַאֲעבִּ  
ֹוַ בַאֶ֛ רֶּ ֶ֥ יאחֶּ ָ֑ הִּ ץַה  ל־ָהָא֣רֶּ יאַע  ֖ {...}ַָאבִּ  
ֹוַ רַאֶ֛ בֶּ ֶ֥ יאדֶּ ָ֑ הִּ ץַה  ל־ָהָא֣רֶּ חַאֶּ ֖ ּל  ֲאש   
Son of man, when a land sins against me by acting unfaithfully and I stretch 
out my hand against it, and I break its staff of bread and I send famine against 
it {…} 
If I cause bad animals to pass through the land {…} 
Or I bring sword upon that land {…} 
Or I send plague to that land… 
In these cases the discourse structure must be such that the words or phrases are clearly 
construed by the author as semantically associated. In the above example this is 
demonstrated through the clause structures of the pronouncements. The conclusion is also 
made more certain through the verse that immediately follows (Ezek 14:21, example 3.11 
below) which describes each of these in a list of ים ָהָרעִּ יַ ָפט  שְּ תַ ע  ב  רְּ ע my four) א   ר 
judgements). 
3.1.1.3 Initial Classification of Semantic Associations 
Semantic associations are initially classified by whether the similarity or contrast between 
two words or phrases is on view. This contains a rough judgement on the semantic prosody 
of the terms, which is to say the positive or negative connotation of the words or phrases.282 
For example, whereas in example 3.3 (replicated below as example 3.11), the words ב רֶּ  חֶּ
(sword), and ָרָעב (famine) may be considered in terms of their differences, in the text, their 
similarity as types of judgement is foregrounded. Their negative prosody as types of 
judgement is foregrounded. What distinguishes them from each other is relevant, but is 
not the focus of the text. The focus is their similar status as a ע  .judgements ר 
3.11. Ezekiel 14:21a 
יַ׀ַָהַ ֣ ָפט  תַשְּ ע  ֣ ב  י־ַארְּ ִֽ ַ֗הַַא֣ףַכִּ הֹוִּ רֲַאדָֹנ֣יַיְּ הַָאמ ָ֜ ַכֹֹ֨ יֹ֩ יםכִּ בַַָרעִּ֡ רֶּ בוְַּחֶָּ֠ ָיֹ֤הוְַַָּרָעָ֞ ַַח  רוַָָרָעהֵ֙ בֶּ ַ֔ ַדֶּ
ַי ּתִּ חְּ ֖ ּל   שִּ
For thus says the Lord God “How much more when I send my four bad 
judgements, sword, and famine, and bad animals, and plague… 
Contrast this with example 3.9 above, where ע  .good) are in semantic association) טֹוב and ר 
There, the prosody between the terms is in contrast. Rather than being concerned with 
what is similar, it is what is different (i.e. the contrast) between the terms that is being 
 
 
282 This should not be confused with semantic preference which refers to which words a particular word 




foregrounded. The analysis follows this basic categorisation, splitting associations by 
whether they have similar or contrasting prosody. This separation allows for an 
appropriately different treatment of words construed in similarity to those construed in 
opposition (see discussion in §3.1.2.2) and should aid the process of determining word 
meaning. 
3.1.1.4 Presentation of Data 
In each section of the analysis, raw occurrence data is presented first. This figure will rarely 
match what can be found in the concordances because certain occurrences are excluded 
at the initial stage (see §3.1.1.1 and §2.1.1). This is followed by the number of occurrences of 
the focus word with one or more semantic association and an estimate of the frequency of 
use of the focus word with semantic associations in the analysed Ancient Hebrew and 
Mishnaic Hebrew texts.283 
The estimate is the percentage of uses of the focus word which contain one or more 
semantic association. To create this estimate, occurrences which were included in the 
corpus totals were excluded from the calculation: texts that were too fragmentary to 
determine whether or not a semantic association existed (e.g. §3.1.1.1, example 3.1); and the 
second occurrence when the focus word was used twice as part of the one idea (e.g. §3.1.1.2, 
example 3.9). This statistic is important because some words are used frequently in 
semantic associations whereas other words are rarely used in semantic associations. 
Where this second group coincides with less frequent words it can lead to a paucity of data 
and difficulty in determining the status of a word as within or outwith the semantic 
domains of ע  .ר 
Following the initial statistics, data is presented in three tables. The first table contains 
frequencies of occurrence for each focus word in semantic associations. These are divided 
into semantic associations of similarity and opposition. The similarity and opposition 
columns rarely add up to the total column. This is because a particular occurrence can co-
occur with one or more association of similarity and opposition. Additionally, the table 
only represents the occurrence of the focus word with one or more associations of similarity 
or opposition (depending on the column). No effort was taken at this point to describe 
occurrence with multiple associations. 
The second and third tables present the full list of associations of similarity and opposition 
respectively. As mentioned in §3.1.1.2, phrases are represented in the table where the entire 
 
 
283 As an estimate it is subject to a certain degree of error. It should be treated as an estimate and not an exact 
figure. The general rule is: the more frequent the word, the more reliable the estimate. With words that occur 




construction is necessary for the association. Occurrence data is split across phrase 
combinations; adding the occurrence figures will give a total for any given focus word. 
Focus words are ordered by frequency and then alphabetically. Location data (verse 
references) is given for the location of the main word under analysis in the section.284 
The decision was made to represent lexemes and phrases schematically. This means using 
the least marked forms.285. Where participles were used substantively, the participle is 
generally represented with the masculine singular form with a ו vowel letter. Predicative 
uses of adjectives are included together with attributive uses where the reference is the 
same and represented in attributive form. Finite verbs (when they appear) are represented 
by the third person masculine singular forms in the binyan they appear.  
3.1.1.5 Selection of Words 
The procedure for selection is according to the method in Chapter 1 (§1.5.2). It is on the 
basis of association to ע ע and words associated with ,ר   Conversely, exclusion is on the .ר 
basis of limited association with ע ע and words associated with ר   Words in associations .ר 
of opposition are not as directly relevant to plotting the lexical semantic domain of ע  ,ר 
therefore only associations of similarity are selected as target words for analysis in this 
chapter.286 
In the process of delimiting the semantic domains of ע  we need to identify which words ר 
or phrases to select for association analysis. Using a numerical cut-off as the initial criteria 
is an effective method because many of the less common occurrences are expected to be 
outwith the semantic domains of ע  Following Burton, I will use three occurrences as the .ר 
initial cut-off.287 Despite this being the first criteria, others are used and applied (see 
 
 
284 Semantic associates occasionally occur in a different verse, and very occasionally a different paragraph. 
For example, the association found in example 3.10 is recorded as Ezekiel 14:15 in Table 3.2, but as 14:17 in 
Table 3.11. 
285 Although in phrases construct forms are retained. Occasional exceptions were also made where least 
marked forms were not extant in the analysed texts. 
286 Some associations of opposition were selected for further analysis based on more stringent criteria. This 
did not produce any exceptional results, but did suggest some areas for future analysis. It is presented in 
Appendix B.2. 
287 Burton uses a chi-square test to determine her cut-off according to statistical significance. Burton, The 
Semantics of Glory, 60n42. For various reasons the assumptions that go into using that test are badly violated 
in the current analysis and so the test is not appropriate (see below). However, a selection of three 
occurrences should allow a manageable quantity of words to be analysed while relying on cross-checking in 
later phases of analysis to pick up any that should have been included. Ultimately, the current analytical 
method relies on patterns of associations. Therefore, the cross-checking of associations should provide 
adequate testing of domain eligibility. 
The chi-square test for cooccurrence requires using a specific criteria for distance in order to calculate values 
for observed, and expected frequencies of association. Due to the format of the text, an easy rough estimate 




§3.1.2.2).288 Words or phrases that occur in semantic association three or more times with 
any given other word or phrase will be referred to as frequent associates. Where words are 
grouped with phrases, the focus word shared in common is selected for further analysis. 
Initially, words in associations of similarity are analysed further. Most frequent associates 
of ע  are analysed in the first round of analysis (§3.2). Most frequent associates of these ר 
words which occur at least once with ע  .(are analysed in the second round of analysis (§3.3 ר 
Any other words that are deemed in need of analysis are analysed in the third round of 
analysis (§3.4).  
Using a numerical cut-off naturally runs the risk of excluding words which rarely occur in 
the corpus. In cases of words that occur 25 times or less and are associates, but not frequent 
associates of ע ע or words related to ר   they will be considered for analysis or exclusion in ,ר 
the third round after more frequent words that are related to ע  have been selected. Any ר 
word that occurs 10 times or less in the corpus is unlikely to contribute much to the 
understanding of ע  Its extremely low frequency means no firm conclusions could be .ר 
drawn. Nevertheless, such words are analysed in Appendix B.1 if they occur in association 
at least once with ע  .ר 
3.1.2 Analysis of ַרע (bad) 
As noted in Chapter 2 (§2.2), the term ע  occurs a total of 540 times in the corpus. This ר 
figure is made up of 354289 uses in the Hebrew Bible, 55 in Ben Sira, 43 in the Judean Desert 
texts,  1 in the Ancient Hebrew inscriptions, and 87 in the Mishnah [354; 55; 43; 1; 87]. Of 
these 540 occurrences, 253 occurrences (47%)290  had identifiable lexical or phrasal 
semantic associations. These are broken down into corpus and association type in Table 
3.1 below.  
 
 
semantic association occur across a number of verses (perhaps the most notable being in example 3.10). 
These cases would need to be excluded from calculation, which could skew results for certain associations 
and not fit the criteria for the current study. Additionally, the Mishnah is divided into mishnayot. Individual 
mishnayot are generally a lot longer than a Biblical Hebrew verse. The amount of work required to create a 
relatively stable estimate of distance for testing across corpora would be a significant project in itself. 
Therefore, this test could not be carried out effectively for the current data. 
288 See also §4.1. Most additional criteria are adapted from Brezina, McEnery, and Wattam’s criteria for 
collocations. Vaclav Brezina, Tony McEnery, and Stephen Wattam, ‘Collocations in Context: A New 
Perspective on Collocation Networks’, IJCL 20, no. 2 (2015): 140–41. 
289 Five occurrences which contain semantically significant variants were added: Genesis 41:3, 4 (SP); 4Q27 
20-22,29 [Num 22:32]; 1QIsaa XXXVIII,13 [Isa 45:7]; and XLVIII,19 [Isa 59:7]. 




Table 3.1. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations by Type of 
Association291 
Corpus Similarity Opposition Total 
 n. % n. % n. 
Hebrew Bible 92 62.6 75 51.0 147 
Ben Sira 15 57.7 14 53.8 26 
Judean Desert 12 42.9 18 66.7 27 
Inscriptions292 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 8 15.1 46 86.8 53 
Total 127 50.0 154 60.5 253 
As we can see from Table 3.1, ע  has a bias in semantic associations towards associations ר 
of opposition (60.5% vs. 50.0%).293 However, this is driven by the Mishnah which showed 
a strong bias towards associations of opposition (86.8% vs. 15.1%). There is a bias towards 
associations of similarity in the Hebrew Bible corpus, no observable bias in Ben Sira, and 
slight bias towards opposition in the Judean Desert manuscripts. The list of associations of 
similarity can be seen in Table 3.2, and associations of opposition can be seen in Table 3.3. 
Table 3.2. ע  in Associations of Similarity ר 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ַ – ָרָשַע ַער   
 
ןַָרָעה – יִּ   ע 









ב רֶּ  חֶּ
 
 
ב רֶּ דַחֶּ  י 
ַע –  ר 
ָיהַָרָעַה –  ח 
ַע – יַר  לִּ  ח 






Lev 26:6; Ezek 5:17; 14:15, 21; m. Taʿan. 3:5; m. ʾAbot 5:9 
4Q504 1-2iii8 
Job 5:19 
ַ   רֹע 
 
ב ַלֵׁ   רֹע 
ַע –  ר 
ַר – עַֹּתא   ר 




Jer 23:22; 24:2; 24:3; 24:8; 25:5; 26:3; 1QHa XV,6 
Gen 41:3 
Neh 2:2 
ַע – ָרָעה  ר 
ַע – ְךַר  רֶּ  דֶּ




Deut 31:29; 1 Kgs 21:20; Jer 32:30; Ps 52:5 Eccl 8:11 
Ezek 20:44; Jonah 3:10 
Ezek 14:21 
ר בֶּ ַע – דֶּ  ר 
ָיהַָרָעַה –  ח 





Ezek 5:17; 14:15, 21; m. ʾAbot 5:9 
4Q504 1-2iii8 
ן ַע – ָאוֶּ  ר 
ַע – תַר  צ   ע 
4 
1 




291 While column totals are simple addition, row totals are not. This is because a certain use of a word may 
exhibit both associations of similarity as well as associations of opposition. 
292 There was one (likely) non-identifiable parallel in KHinn I, 10 (see §3.1.1.1 example 3.1). The parallel requires 
reconstruction. The figure was excluded from the total for the purpose of statistical analysis. 




Lexeme Association No. Location 
 ָּגדֹוַל
דֹוָלַה ָכהַּגְּ  מ 
 
ָפטַָּגדֹוַל שְּ  מִּ
ַע –  ר 
ַע – יַר  לִּ  ח 
ַע – הַר  ֲחלֶּ  מ 









ת ַע – ָמוֶּ  ר 
ַע –  ָדָברַר 
4 
1 
Deut 30:15; Job 5:19; Sir 11:14; 37:18 
2 Kgs 4:41 
ַע – ָעוֺן  ר 
ַע – ְךַר  רֶּ  דֶּ




Prov 16:6; Sir 7:1 
Ezek 36:31 
Ezra 9:13; 4Q169 3-4iii3 
ָיהַָרָעַה – ָרָעב  ח 
ַע – יַר  לִּ  ח 
4 
1 
Ezek 5:17; 14:15, 21; m. ʾAbot 5:9 
4Q504 1-2iii8* 
ק  ר 
קַ ָבָשַרר   
ַע –  ר 
ַה – אֶּ רְּ עַמ   ר 




Gen 41:20, 27 
Gen 41:3, 4 
Gen 41:19 
 ָחָמס
תַָחָמַס בֶּ  שֶּ
ַע –  ר 
ַע –  יֹוםַר 
3 
1 
Isa 59:7; Jonah 3:8; Ps 140:2 
Amos 6:3294 
ָבה ַע – ּתֹועֵׁ  ר 
ַע –  ָדָברַר 




2 Kgs 21:2; 2 Chr 33:2 
Deut 17:5 
Ezek 36:31 
ַל ע  י  לִּ  בְּ
ַל ע  י  לִּ ישַבְּ  אִּ




1 Sam 30:22 
Sir 11:33 
Ps 101:4 
ַע – ָדם  ר 
ָיהַָרָעַה –  ח 
2 
1 
Isa 33:15; 1QHa XV,6 
Ezek 5:17 
ְַך  Isa 5:20; 45:7; Prov 2:12 3  חֹשֶּ
ים אֱַאֹלהִּ רֵׁ ַע – יְּ ר   Job 1:1, 8; 2:3 3 ָסרַמֵׁ
ַע – ָיָשַר ר   Job 1:1, 8; 2:3 3 ָסרַמֵׁ
ָמה רְּ ַע – מִּ  ר 
ַע –  ָדָברַר 
2 
1 




ַע –  ר 
ַן – יִּ עַע   ר 
2 
1 
m. Meʿil. 6:4 (x2) 
Sir 14:3 
ַע – ָשָטן רַר  צֶּ   יֵׁ




1 Kgs 5:18; 4Q504 1-2iv13* 
ַע – ָּתם ר   Job 1:1, 8; 2:3 3 ָסרַמֵׁ
קַָבָשַר ַה – ד  אֶּ רְּ עַמ   Gen 41:3, 4 2 ר 
ל בֶּ ַע – הֶּ יַר  לִּ  ח 





ַע – ָזר  ר 





ָטאת ַע – ח   ר 





ר  Isa 5:20; Jer 2:19 2  מ 
 
 
294 The exact meaning of ס ַתַָחָמִֽ בֶּ ֶַ֥ י֖שּוַןַשֶּ ּגִַּ ּת  עַוַ  ֣יֹוםַָרָ֑ ַ֖יםַלְּ דִּ נַ  מְּ ִֽ  Oh ones who put away the evil day and you bring) ה 
near the seat of violence) is disputed (as the different interpretations in the commentaries attest). However, 
the verbs are in parallel and the two versets are syntactically parallel. At minimum this structure would create 
a forced semantic parallel. Francis I. Andersen and David Noel Freedman, eds., Amos: A New Translation with 
Introduction and Commentary, AB 24A (New York: Doubleday, 1989), 555–56; Shalom M. Paul, Amos: A 





Lexeme Association No. Location 
ע ר   מֵׁ





ר ּוֵׁ ַע – עִּ  Deut 15:21; 11Q19 LII,10 2 מּוםַר 
יץ  Jer 15:21; Ezek 30:12 2  ָערִּ
ַ ח  ּסֵׁ ַע – פִּ  Deut 15:21; 11Q19 LII,10 2 מּוםַר 
ַע ש  ַע – פֶּ  ר 





ַע – ָצָרה  ר 





ַר קֶּ  Ps 52:5; 119:101 2  שֶּ
ת לֶּ ּוֶּ ַע – אִּ יַר  ֲעשֵׁ  *1QHa V,20 1 מ 
ב ַע – אֹויֵׁ  Esth 7:6 1 ָהָמןַר 
ַל  Job 30:26 1  ֹאפֶּ
ה בֶּ רְּ ָיהַָרָעַה – א   m. Taʿan. 3:5 1 ח 
ש  *Sir 39:29 1  אֵׁ
דֹוָלַה295 ָמהַּגְּ שְּ ַע – א  הַר  ֲעשֶּ  Ezra 9:13 1 מ 
ע ל   Ps 52:5 1  בֶּ
ם יִּ ת  לַשְּ ע  ַע – ב  ישַר   Sir 6:1 1 אִּ
 *Sir 39:29 1  ָבָרד
ָאַה ַע – ּגֵׁ ְךַר  רֶּ  Prov 8:13 1 דֶּ
ַע – ָּגאֹון ְךַר  רֶּ  Prov 8:13 1 דֶּ
ָיהַָרָעַה – ָּגלּוַת  ʾAbot 5:9 1 ח 
ל ַר – ד  עַֹּתא   Gen 41:19 1 ר 
ָעה מְּ  Sir 31:13 1  דִּ
לֹוַת  Eccl 9:13 1  הֹולֵׁ
ָמה ַע – זִּ יַר  לִּ  Isa 32:7 1 כְּ
ַף ים – זֹועֵׁ יםַָרעִּ  Gen 40:7 1 ָפנִּ
ָּוה  Ps 52:5 1  ה 
ָטא  Gen 13:13 1  ח 
ַן תַשֵׁ י   *Sir 39:29 1  ח 
יַל ָיהַָרָעַה – ָחסִּ  m. Taʿan. 3:5 1 ח 
ָכַר ןַנֵׁ דַבֶּ בַָרָעַה – י  רֶּ  Ps 144:10 1 חֶּ
ָרקֹון ָיהַָרָעַה – יֵׁ  m. Taʿan. 3:5 1 ח 
ֱאָמן בַנֶּ אֵׁ  כְּ
ד בַעֹומֵׁ אֵׁ  כְּ
ים – יםַָרעִּ יִּ  Sir 30:17 1296 ח 
 Hos 7:15 1  ָכָזב
ַש ּקֵׁ ָבבַעִּ  Ps 101:4 1  לֵׁ
ים ָדנִּ  Prov 6:14 1  מְּ
ַע – מּום  Deut 17:1 1 ָדָברַר 
 
 
295 The decision was made to include this phrase here rather than with ָּגדֹוַל (great) because ָמה שְּ  guilt) is) א 
being intensified by דֹוָלַה  .(great-FS) ּגְּ
296 Both ֱאָמן בַנֶּ אֵׁ ַד chronic pain) and) כְּ בַעֹומֵׁ אֵׁ  continuous pain) occur in an association of similarity with) כְּ
the same use of ים יםַָרעִּ יִּ  bad life) and appear to be synonymous. For this reason it has been coded as one) ח 




Lexeme Association No. Location 
אֹוב כְּ ַע – מ  רַר  צֶּ  11Q5 XIX,16 1 יֵׁ
ט ע   Gen 47:9 1  מְּ
ָרַה שְּ  m. Ber. 3:5 1  מִּ
ֱאָמן  Deut 28:59 1  נֶּ
ָאָצה  Neh 9:28 1  נֶּ
יַב  Job 21:30 1  ָנדִּ
ַע – ָנָחש בַר  לֶּ  m. Ned. 9:3 1 כֶּ
י רִּ ָּׁשהַָרָעַה – ָנכְּ  Prov 6:24 1 אִּ
ָחת שְּ  Ezek 20:44 1  נִּ
לּוַת כְּ לּותַָרָעַה – סִּ  Eccl 10:13 1 הֹולֵׁ
ל  Sir 41:6 1  ָעוֶּ
ָלה וְּ ַע – ע   Ps 64:6 1 ָדָברַר 
 Hab 1:13 1  ָעָמל
ָרב קְּ  *Sir 39:29 1  ע 
ים טִּ  Ps 101:4 1  ֲעשֹהַסֵׁ
ַע – ָעשּוק הַר  ֲעשֶּ  Eccl 4:3 1 מ 
ַק  Ps 73:8 1  עֹשֶּ
ד ח   4Q525 14ii12 1  פ 
ָכַה פ  הְּ יַת  ַע – פִּ ְךַר  רֶּ  Prov 8:13 1 דֶּ
יד  Job 31:29 1  פִּ
ַא לֶּ  Sir 3:21 1  פֶּ
יץ ם – ָפרִּ יַגֹויִּ  Ezek 7:24 1 ָרעֵׁ
ן תֶּ  *Sir 39:29 1  פֶּ
 4Q504 1-2iii8 1  ָצָמא
ר ַע – צ   Esth 7:6 1 ָהָמןַר 
 m. Meʿil. 6:4 1  ָקטֹון
ַע – ָקלֹון םַר   Sir 6:1 1 שֵׁ
ַל ַע – ָקםַע  יאַר  בִּ  Isa 31:2 1 הֵׁ
ה ֲעָלַל – ָקשֶּ עַמ   Sam 25:3 1 1 ר 
ַ ָאַהרּוח  מֵׁ טְּ ַע –  רַר  צֶּ  11Q5 XIX,16 1 יֵׁ
יַש  Sir 11:14 1  רֵׁ
ָיַה מִּ  Ps 52:5 1  רְּ
ים – ָרע יםַָרעִּ  Neh 2:2 1 ָפנִּ
ַע ש   Ps 5:5 1  רֶּ
ר בֶּ  Isa 59:7 1  שֶּ
 Isa 59:7 1  שֹד
ָדפֹון ָיהַָרָעַה – שִּ  m. Taʿan. 3:5 1 ח 
א  Sir 30:17 1  ָשוְּ






Table 3.3. ַע  in Associations of Opposition ר 












מּוָעה ּׁשְּ  טֹוָבהַה 
בַטֹוב  אֹוהֵׁ











ַע –  ָדָברַר 














Gen 2:9, 17; 3:5, 22; 24:50; 31:24, 29; 41:27; Lev 27:10, 12, 14, 33; 
Num 13:19; Deut 1:39; 30:15; Josh 23:15; 1 Sam 29:7; 2 Sam 
13:22; 14:17; 19:36; 1 Kgs 3:9; 22:8, 18; 2 Kgs 2:19; Isa 5:20; 7:15, 
16; 1QIsaa XXXVIII,13; Jer 24:2, 3, 8; 40:4; 42:6; Ezek 36:31; 
Amos 5:14, 15; Mic 1:12; Mal 2:17; Ps 34:15; 36:5; 37:27; 52:5; 
Job 2:10; 30:26; Prov 14:19, 22; 15:3; 31:12; Eccl 12:14; 2 Chr 
18:17; Sir 11:14, 31; 12:4; 13:14, 15; 14:10; 31:24; 37:18, 27; 39:25 
(x2)*; 39:27*, 34*; 1QS I,4; II,3; X,18; 1Q28a I,11; 4Q303 8; 
4Q365 32,7; 4Q367 3,10; 4Q380 1ii5*; 4Q410 1,6*; 4Q416 1,15*; 
4Q417 1i18*; 4Q418 2+2a-c,7; 4Q423 1-2i7; 4Q423 5,6*; 4Q525 
14ii12; 11Q19 LV,16; m. Ber. 9:2, 5; m. ʾAbot 2:9 (x5); 5:19 
1 Sam 2:23 
Sir 37:3 
ה  .Gen 41:3, 4, 19; m. Ter. 2:6 (x4); 4:3; 6:6; m. ʿOr. 1:5; Šabb 29  ָיפֶּ
22:4; m. Ketub. 13:10 (x3); m. Ned. 9:8 (x2); m. B. Meṣ. 4:1 
(x2); m. B. Bat. 5:6 (x4); m. ʿArak. 9:2; m. ʾOhal. 18:6; m. 
Miqw. 10:6 (x2); m. Zabim 2:2; 3:1; 4:3 
 (m. Sanh. 8:5 (x10 10  ֲהָנָאה/ֲהָנָייה297ַ
ַע – ָשלֹום  ר 
ַע – עַר  ג   פֶּ
5 
1 
Isa 45:7; 59:7; Ps 34:15; Prov 12:20; 4Q525 14ii12 
4Q504 1-2iv13 
יק דִּ ַע – צ   ר 
ַע – ישַר   אִּ









יאַָבָשַר רִּ  בְּ
ַע –  ר 
ַה – אֶּ רְּ עַמ   ר 
ַה – אֶּ רְּ עַמ   ר 









 Isa 5:20; 45:7; Job 30:26 3  אֹור
ים יִּ  Deut 30:15; Sir 11:14; 37:18 3  ח 
ָפַט שְּ ַע – מִּ  ר 
ַע –  ָדָברַר 
2 
1 
Isa 56:2; 59:7 
Eccl 8:5 
ינ – ָחָפץ עֵׁ עַבְּ ַ-ר   2 Isa 65:12; 66:4 
 Jer 40:4; 11Q19 LV,16 2  ָיָשַר
ק דֶּ  Ps 52:5; HazGab 20 2  צֶּ
ַי ינֹונִּ  m. Ter. 4:3 1  בֵׁ
ָרָכה ַע – בְּ עַר  ג   4Q504 1-2iv13 1 פֶּ
ַת מֶּ יַאֶּ כֵׁ רְּ ַע – ד  יַר  ֲעשֵׁ  *1QHa V,20 1 מ 
ר  Sir 37:3 1  ָחבֵׁ
ַע – ָחָכם קַר  לֶּ  ʾAbot 5:12 1 חֵׁ
ָמה ַע – ָחכְּ יַר  ֲעשֵׁ  1QHa V,20 1 מ 
יד ןַָרָעה – ָחסִּ יִּ  ʾAbot 5:13 1 ע 
ַר  Prov 2:12 1  יֹשֶּ
יַיהוה שֵׁ קְּ ב  ַע – מְּ יַר  שֵׁ נְּ  Prov 28:5 1 א 
ַא פֵׁ רְּ  Prov 13:17 1  מ 
 Isa 5:20 1  ָמתֹוק
יָבַה דִּ ַע – נְּ יַר  לִּ  Isa 32:7 1 כְּ
 
 
297 These are listed under the same entry in Jastrow’s dictionary. In all locations where associations of 
opposition with ַע  is found in the Kaufmann ֲהָנָייה is found in the Eshkol manuscript and ֲהָנָאה ,exist ר 




Lexeme Association No. Location 
ם  Prov 15:26 1  ֹנע 
ַר  Sir 11:14 1  עֹשֶּ
ת ַע – עֵׁ  Eccl 8:5 1 ָדָברַר 
ָדָקה  Isa 56:2 1  צְּ
ָבב  Ps 101:4 1  ָּתםַלֵׁ
3.1.2.1 Observations 
Perhaps the most obvious observation is that the first three associations of opposition each 
occur more frequently than any of the associations of similarity. Of these, the second 
occurs primarily in the Mishnah, and the third exclusively within one verse (mishnah) of 
the Mishnah. As a result of this bias towards a small selection of oppositions, there were 
only 28 groups of words and phrases in associations of opposition. In contrast there were 
101 groups of words and phrases in oppositions of similarity. 
The most frequent association occurred between ע  good), with a total of) טֹוב bad) and) ר 
89 times.298 This is presumably indicative of their status as antonyms. The large number of 
associations of ע ה bad) and) ר   beautiful) in the Mishnah indicates two antonym pairs) ָיפֶּ
in Mishnaic Hebrew.299 
There was an unusual grouping of words and phrases listed as frequent associates of 
similarity: ָיָשר (straight); ים ֱאֹלהִּ אַ רֵׁ  perfect). These are) ָּתם one who fears God); and) יְּ
clearly opposite concepts to someone who does ע  bad); however, they are in an) ר 
association of similarity with the phrase ע ר   .(one who turns from bad) ָסרַמֵׁ
3.1.2.2 Words Selected for Association Analysis 
The initial list for association analysis in the ‘similarity’ group is: ָרָשע (wicked); ַב רֶּ  חֶּ
(sword); ַ ר ;(evil) ָרָעה ;(badness) רֹע  בֶּ ן ;(plague) דֶּ תָמַ ;(great) ָּגדֹול ;(villainy) ָאוֶּ וֶּ  (death); ָעוַֺן 
(iniquity); ָרָעב (famine); ק ָבה ;(violence) ָחָמס ;(thin) ר  ל ;(abomination) ּתֹועֵׁ ע  י  לִּ  בְּ
(worthlessness); ָדם (blood); ְך ְרָמה ;(darkness) חֹשֶּ  ָשָטַן small); and) ָקָטן ;(deceit) מִּ
(accuser/Satan). In addition to these there were two words and one phrase associated with 
the phrase ע ר  ע one who turns from) ָסרַמֵׁ ים ;(straight) ָיָשר :(ר  אֱַאֹלהִּ רֵׁ  ;(one who fears God) יְּ
and ָּתם (perfect). 
One of these inclusions has good reason to be eliminated without further analysis: ָּגדֹול 
(great). ָּגדֹול is used in associations of similarity with both ע  :טֹוב for) טֹוב and its antonym ר 
Isa 5:9). This is a clear indication that the word does not function as a member of the 
 
 
298 This figure is much greater than the 35 times Burton found them occurring in parallelism. This is because 
the current study includes the Mishnah, looks for associations rather than the more narrow parallel, and takes 
into account a wider textual context. Burton, The Semantics of Glory, 85. 
299 I have partially analysed the changing use of טֹוב and ַה  in my work Foster, ‘Is Everything “Beautiful” or ָיפֶּ




domains of ע ע but takes another role. In fact, the only time that ,ר   is in an association of ר 
similarity with ָּגדֹול is when they modify a negative element. In addition to the three uses 
with AFFLICTION (§2.3.10), there were two additional ones. One has a clear negative prosody 
(Ezek 8:6-9, both words modify ָבה  The other time is in Deuteronomy 6:22 in the .(ּתֹועֵׁ
context of the judgements on Egypt during the Exodus. 
3.12. Deuteronomy 6:22 
הַ הָו֡ ןַיְּ ֣ ּתֵׁ יִּ תו  יםּוַַָ֠אֹוֹת֣ תִּ יםַֹמפְּ דֹלִֹּ֨ יםוְַַּּגְּ ֵ֧ ינַּוַָרעִּ ִֽ ינֵׁ עֵׁ י֖תֹוַלְּ ָכל־בֵׁ הַּובְּ עֶֹ֥ רְּ פ  םַבְּ יִּ ֶ֛ ר  צְּ מִּ ׀ַבְּ  
And the LORD set great and bad signs and wonders on Egypt, on Pharaoh, and 
on all his house before our eyes. 
While the terms אֹות (sign) and ת  ,wonder) may not have negative prosody themselves) מֹופֵׁ
in the context their reference is to the destructive events against Egypt which are negative. 
Both ע ע may function like ָּגדֹול then, modify a negative element. While ,ָּגדֹול and ר   under ר 
certain circumstances to emphasise a negative element, it represents a limited 
cooccurrence and overlap in uses. It should also be considered outwith the semantic 
domains of ע  300.ר 
Because of its status as the antonym to ָקָטן ,ָּגדֹול (small) can be removed from the initial 
analysis. If it is indicated as a potential member of the semantic domains of ע  through the ר 
analyses of other associations it will be reintroduced. 
ק ע thin) only occurs five times, every time with) ר   It will be tentatively considered part 301.ר 
of the semantic domains of ע  but such low frequency of use means no firm conclusions ,ר 
can be drawn. 
Finally, although the current method might suggest the need to analyse frequent associates 
of the phrase ע ר  ע one who turns from) ָסרַמֵׁ ים ,(straight) ָיָשַר ,(ר  אֱַאֹלהִּ רֵׁ  one who fears) יְּ
God), and ָּתם (perfect) will not be analysed further here. The phrase ע ר  מֵׁ  has the ָסרַ
opposite prosody to ע  .being something which is considered good rather than bad ,ר 
Therefore, these uses should be considered along with oppositions when looking at ע  ר 
itself. 
Words for inclusion in the first round of analysis can therefore be reduced to: ָרָשע (wicked); 
ב רֶּ ַ ;(sword) חֶּ ר ;(evil) ָרָעה ;(badness) רֹע  בֶּ ן ;(plague) דֶּ ת ;(villainy) ָאוֶּ  ָעוַֺן ;(death) ָמוֶּ
(iniquity); ָרָעב (famine); ָחָמס (violence); ָבה ל ;(abomination) ּתֹועֵׁ ע  י  לִּ  ָדַם ;(worthlessness) בְּ
(blood); ְך ְרָמה ;(darkness) חֹשֶּ  .(accuser/Satan) ָשָטַן deceit); and) מִּ
 
 
300 DCH includes both ַע -due to their method for selection of synonyms (co ָּגדֹול as synonyms of טֹוב and ר 
occurrence of two or more times). They also note that words may be selected which do not qualify as 
synonyms or antonyms. See DCH, 1:21. 




3.2 Association Analysis (Similarity): Round 1 
 (wicked) ָרָשע  3.2.1
 has 235 ָרָשע ,occurs 353 times in the analysed texts [266;302 18; 42; 0; 27]. In total ָרָשע
occurrences (68%)303 with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic 
associations by corpus is shown in Table 3.4 below. Tables 3.5 and 3.6 show the semantic 
associations of similarity and opposition respectively. 
Table 3.4. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations with ָרָשַע 
by Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 73 40.6 127 70.6 180 
Ben Sira 7 77.8 5 50.0 10 
Judean Desert 10 40.0 18 72.0 25 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 4 20.0 17 85.0 20 
Total 94 40.0 167 71.1 235 
Table 3.5. ָרָשַע in Associations of Similarity 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ע  ר 
 
ןַָרָעה יִּ  ע 









ַן ישַָאוֶּ  אִּ
ן לַָאוֶּ ע   ב 
ן יַָאוֶּ תֵׁ  מְּ








Ps 28:3; 92:8; 94:3; 101:8; 141:10; Prov 10:30 
יץ  *Isa 13:11; Ps 37:35; Job 15:20; 27:13; 1QHa X,12; X,26; 4Q434 1i5 7  ָערִּ
ב  Ps 3:8; 9:6; 17:9; 37:20; 55:4; 92:8 6  אֹויֵׁ
ץ  Ps 1:1; Prov 3:33; 9:7; 19:28; Sir 15:9; 1QHa X,12 6  לֵׁ
ד  Jer 12:1; Prov 2:22; 21:18; 1QHa X,12 4  בֹוגֵׁ
ַל ע  י  לִּ  בְּ
ַל ע  י  לִּ דַבְּ  עֵׁ




Job 34:18; Sir 11:34 
Prov 19:28 
1QHa X,26 
 Ps 9:6, 17, 18; Sir 35:23 4  גֹוי
ף  Job 20:5; 27:7; Prov 11:9; Sir 16:6 4  ָחנֵׁ
ע ר   Ps 26:5; 37:10; Job 8:22; Prov 24:19 4  מֵׁ
א  שֹונֵׁ
אַיהוַה  שֹונֵׁ
יק דִּ אַצ   שֹונֵׁ











302 Three occurrences were added from the Judean Desert corpus: Malachi 3:21 = 4Q76 IV,12; Psalm 71:4 = 4Q83 
9ii7; Proverbs 15:8 = CD XI,21. 










Ps 140:5; Prov 3:33 
ָטא  Ps 1:1, 5; 104:35 3  ח 




Ps 26:5; Sir 15:9 
1QHa X,26 
ַר קֶּ  שֶּ
ַר קֶּ רַשֶּ  דֹובֵׁ













ַה אֶּ  Ps 94:3; Job 40:12 2  ּגֵׁ







א  Prov 11:31; Eccl 8:13 2  חֹוטֵׁ
 Ezek 21:30; Ps 73:3 2  ָחָלַל
יַל סִּ  Prov 3:33; 19:28 2  כְּ
ס  CD VII,9; XIX,6 2  מֹואֵׁ
ָּול  Job 27:7; Sir 16:11 2  ע 
ַ ע   Ps 37:38; 1QHa X,12 2  פֹושֵׁ
ישַָדם  Ps 139:19 1  אִּ
י ָזרִּ כְּ  Sir 35:23 1  א 
רּוָשַה ָּׁשהַפְּ  m. Soṭah 3:4 1  אִּ
 Prov 18:3 1  בּוז
ֲאָוַה  Ps 36:12 1  ּג 
ַ סַרּוח   ʾAbot 4:7 1  ּג 
 Ps 106:18 1  ָדָתן
ַץ – ָזר רֶּ יַאֶּ עֵׁ שְּ  Ezek 7:21 1 רִּ
ץ  Ps 71:4 1  חֹומֵׁ
ָכַה לְּ  1QHa XII,35 1  חֵׁ
 4Q83 9ii7 1  ָחמֹוץ
ַה ידַשֹוטֶּ  m. Soṭah 3:4 1  ָחסִּ
ָפַה  Prov 18:3 1  ָחרְּ
ף תֶּ  Sir 32:22 1  חֶּ
א  Eccl 9:2 1  ָטמֵׁ
ַל  Isa 14:5 1  מֹושֵׁ
ל ּוֵׁ ע   Ps 71:4 1  מְּ
ַף הַעֹרֶּ שֵׁ קְּ  Sir 16:11 1  מ 
ָמה רְּ  Ps 109:2 1  מִּ
ת  Ps 17:13 1  מ 
יַב  Job 21:28 1  ָנדִּ
 Prov 3:33 1  ָנלֹוז
ָלם עְּ  Ps 26:5 1  נֶּ
יָרם תֲַאבִּ  Ps 106:18 1  ֲעד 
ים בִּ דֲַעצ   1QpHab XIII,4 1  עֹובֵׁ
יַתֹוָרַה בֵׁ  Ps 119:53 1  עֹוזְּ
יל  Job 16:11 1  ֲעוִּ
ל ָשָעַה – ָעוֶּ ְךַרְּ רֶּ  Ezek 3:19 1 דֶּ
ָלה וְּ  *4Q88 IX,6 1  ע 
ָיַה מִּ הַרְּ  Ps 101:8 1  עֹושֵׁ
יץ ַץ – ָפרִּ רֶּ יַאֶּ עֵׁ שְּ  Ezek 7:21 1 רִּ




Lexeme Association No. Location 
ַע ש  ָשָעַה – רֶּ ְךַרְּ רֶּ  Ezek 3:19 1 דֶּ
ַק ח  הַמֵׁ  Ps 119:119 1  שֹוגֵׁ
 ʾAbot 4:7 1  שֹוָטַה
 Ps 109:6 1  ָשָטן
ָאה נְּ  Ps 109:2 1  שִּ
ל בֵׁ  Isa 13:11 1  ּתֵׁ
ָכַה פ  הְּ  Prov 10:32 1  ּת 
Table 3.6. ָרָשע in Associations of Opposition 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
























Gen 18:23; 25 (x2); Exod 9:27; 23:7; Deut 25:1; 2 Sam 4:11; 1 
Kgs 8:32; Isa 3:11; Isa 5:23; Ezek 3:18; 13:22; 18:20, 21, 27; 21:8, 
9; 33:12, 14, 19; Hab 1:4, 13; Mal 3:18; Ps 1:6; 7:10; 11:2, 5; 32:10; 
37:12, 16, 17, 21, 28, 32, 40; 55:4; 75:11; 97:10; 112:10; 146:9; Job 
22:18; 36:6; Prov 2:22; 3:33; 4:19; 9:7; 10:6, 7, 11, 16, 20, 24, 25, 
28, 30, 32; 11:8, 10, 23, 31; 12:5, 7, 10, 12, 21, 26; 13:5, 9, 25; 14:19, 
32; 15:6; CD XI,21; Prov 15:28, 29; 17:15; 18:5; 21:12, 18; 24:15, 16, 
24; 25:26; 28:1, 12, 28; 29:2, 7, 16, 27; Eccl 3:17; 7:15; 8:14 (x2); 
9:2; 2 Chr 19:2; Sir 12:3; 13:17; 16:11; CD I,19; IV,7; XX,21; 1QHa 
VII,30; XII,39; XV,15; 1Q34bis 3i2; 4Q177 9,7; 4Q508 1,1; 4Q511 




ַב רַלֵׁ ש   יְּ




Ps 11:6; 37:38; Prov 2:22; 3:33; 11:11; 12:6; 14:11; 15:8; 21:18, 29 
Ps 11:2; 32:10; 94:13; 97:10 
Ps 37:14; 1QHa X,12 
יד  Sam 2:9; Ps 37:28; 97:10; m. ʾAbot 5:10, 11, 13, 14 1 7  ָחסִּ
ל  Isa 11:4; Ps 82:2, 4; 4Q418 126ii7 4  ד 
 Eccl 9:2; Prov 14:19; 1QHa VI, 23; 11Q5 XVIII,13 4  טֹוב
ַי  Ps 37:14; 82:2; Job 36:6; Prov 3:33 4  ָענִּ
יֹוַן בְּ  Ps 37:14; 82:4; 1QHa XIII,19 3  אֶּ
 Prov 3:33; 9:7; Sir 15:9 3  ָחָכם
 Isa 11:4; Ps 37:10; 147:6 3  ָעָנו
 Ps 37:38; Job 8:22; 9:22 3  ָּתם
ים  Ps 37:20; Prov 2:22; 11:5 3  ָּתמִּ
ָדָקה ַצְּ ע   זֹורֵׁ





ק דֶּ  צֶּ
ַק דֶּ הַצֶּ  מֹורֵׁ




בַיהוה  Ps 145:20 1  אֹוהֵׁ
ישַָשלֹום  Ps 37:38 1  אִּ
מּון  Prov 13:17 1  אֵׁ
ַביהוה ח   Ps 32:10 1  בֹוטֵׁ
יר  1QpHab V,5 1  ָבחִּ
ָבַב יַלֵׁ  Ps 73:3 1  ָברֵׁ
ַ ח   Eccl 9:2 1  זֹובֵׁ
 Eccl 9:2 1  ָטהֹור
ף ַכ  יע  גִּ  Job 10:3 1  יְּ
ַ יַכֹוח  יעֵׁ גִּ  Job 3:17 1  יְּ
אַיהוַה רֵׁ  Eccl 8:13 1  יְּ
 Ps 82:2 1  ָיתֹום
ַר  m. Ned. 1:1 1  ָכשֶּ




Lexeme Association No. Location 
י  Exod 23:7 1  ָנקִּ
יַ ביהוהקֹוֵׁ   1 Ps 37:10 
 Ps 82:2 1  ָרַש
ַע ש  יַפֶּ  1QHa VI,35 1  ָשבֵׁ
 Prov 10:30 1  ֹּתם
3.2.1.1 Observations 
 wicked) has a strong bias towards associations of opposition (71.1% vs. 40.0%). This) ָרָשע
is primarily driven by its antonymic relationship to יק דִּ  righteous) which itself occurs) צ 
54.9% of the time that ָרָשע exhibits one or more semantic association.304 In terms of 
associations of similarity, its primary ties are to ע ן and ר   villainy), with a slightly less) ָאוֶּ
frequent association with ָחָמס (violence). This indicates that it is likely to form part of the 
semantic domains of ע  .ר 
Terms which did not appear as main terms for ע  but occurred three or more times with ,ר 
יץ :include ָרָשע ב ;(ruthless) ָערִּ ץ ;(enemy) אֹויֵׁ ד ;(scoffer) לֵׁ ף ;(nation) ּגֹוי ;(traitor) בֹוגֵׁ  ָחנֵׁ
(impious); ע ר  א ;(evildoer) מֵׁ ָטַא ;(hater) שֹונֵׁ א ;(sin) ח  ר worthlessness); and) ָשוְּ קֶּ  lie). Of) שֶּ
these terms, יץ ב ,ָערִּ ע ,אֹויֵׁ ר  ָטא ,מֵׁ א ,ח  ר and ,ָשוְּ קֶּ  were found to occur in an association of שֶּ
similarity with ע  .at least once and so will be analysed in the second round of analysis ר 
 (sword) ֶחֶרב 3.2.2
ב רֶּ ב ,occurs 465 times in the analysed texts [415;305 3; 40; 7]. In total חֶּ רֶּ  has 123 occurrences חֶּ
(27%)306 with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations 
by corpus is shown in Table 3.7 below. Tables 3.8 and 3.9 show the semantic associations 




304 It may co-occur with other associations of opposition and or with associations of similarity. 
305 Three uses from the Samaritan Pentateuch and the Judean Desert were added: Deuteronomy 2:8 (SP); 1 
Samuel 2:33 = 4Q51 3a-e, 33; Habakkuk 1:17 = 1QpHab VI, 8. 




Table 3.7. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations with ַב רֶּ  חֶּ
by Type of Association307 






Hebrew Bible 108 97.3 5 4.5 110 
Ben Sira 2 100.0 0 - 2 
Judean Desert 8 100.0 0 - 8 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 2 100.0 0 - 2 
Total 120 97.6 5 4.1 123 
Table 3.8. ַב רֶּ  in Associations of Similarity חֶּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
 ,Deut 32:25; Isa 51:19; Jer 5:12; 11:22; 14:12, 13, 15 (x2), 16 48  ָרָעב
18; 15:2; 16:4; 18:21; 21:7, 9; 24:10; 27:8, 13; 29:17, 18; 32:24, 
36; 34:17; 38:2; 42:16, 17, 22; 44:12 (x2), 13, 18, 27; Ezek 
5:12, 17; 6:11, 12; 7:15 (x2); 12:16; 14:17, 21; Lam 4:9; 1 Chr 
21:12; 2 Chr 20:9; 4Q162 2,1; 4Q171 1-2ii1; 4Q504 1-2iii8*; 
m. ʾAbot 5:8 
ר בֶּ  ;Exod 5:3; Lev 26:25; Deut 28:22; Jer 14:12; 21:7, 9; 24:10 37  דֶּ
27:8, 13; 29:17, 18; 32:24, 36; 34:17; 38:2; 42:17, 22; 44:13; 
Ezek 5:12, 17; 6:11, 12; 7:15 (x2); 12:16; 14:17, 21; 33:27; 
38:21; Amos 4:10; 1 Chr 21:12; 2 Chr 20:9; Sir 39:30; 
40:9*; 4Q171 1-2 2ii1; 4Q504 1-2iii8; m. ʾAbot 5:8 
ַת שֶּ  קֶּ
 
 
ַת שֶּ ְךַקֶּ  דֹורֵׁ
ַת שֶּ ףַקֶּ שֶּ  רֶּ
ב – רֶּ  חֶּ
 
 
ַב – רֶּ חֶּ ןַוְּ אַָמגֵׁ  נֹושֵׁ






Gen 48:22; Josh 24:12; 2 Sam 1:22; 1 Kgs 6:22; Isa 21:15; 
41:2; Hos 1:7; 2:20; Zech 9:13; Ps 7:13; 37:14, 15; 44:7; Neh 
4:7 
1 Chr 5:18 
Ps 76:4 
ית  ;Sam 13:19, 22; 17:45, 47; 21:9; Isa 2:4; Nah 3:3; Ps 57:5 1 12  ֲחנִּ
Job 41:18; 1QM XI,2; 1QHa XIII,13; 2Q23 1,5 
 ;Deut 32:25; Jer 5:12; 11:22; 42:17; 44:18; 49:37; Ezek 6:11 10  ָרָעה
14:21; 2 Chr 20:9; Sir 40:9 
ָיה  ח 
ָיהַָרָעַה  ח 





Lev 26:6; Ezek 5:17; 14:17, 21; m. Taʿan. 3:5; m. ʾAbot 5:8 
Sir 39:30 
ָחָמה לְּ  מִּ
ָחָמַה לְּ ישַמִּ  אִּ
ָחָמַה לְּ דַמִּ  כֹבֶּ
ָחָמַה לְּ דַמִּ לּומֵׁ  מְּ
ָחָמַה לְּ תַמִּ  מֵׁ
ָחָמַה לְּ יַמִּ מּודֵׁ  לְּ
ב – רֶּ  חֶּ
ב – רֶּ ףַחֶּ  שֹולֵׁ
טּוָשַה – בַנְּ רֶּ  חֶּ
ַב – רֶּ  ָאחּוזַחֶּ
ַב – רֶּ לַחֶּ  ֲחל 












1 Chr 5:18 
ץ  Deut 32:25; 32:42; Isa 49:2; Ps 7:13; 57:5; 64:4; Prov 25:18 7  חֵׁ
ת  ָמוֶּ
 
ַת יַָמוֶּ לִּ  כְּ
ב – רֶּ  חֶּ
ַב – רֶּ דַחֶּ  י 









307 While column totals are simple addition, row totals are not. This is because a certain use of a word may 




Lexeme Association No. Location 
י בִּ  Jer 15:2; 43:11; Dan 11:33; Ezra 9:7; 4Q169 3-4ii5 5  שְּ
 Ezek 5:17; 14:17; 38:21 Sir 40:9 4  ָדם
ַר ח  רְּ  Deut 28:22; Sir 40:9; 4Q169 3-4ii5 3   ח 
ן  Deut 33:29; Ps 76:4; 1 Chr 5:18 3  ָמגֵׁ
ח  Kgs 18:28; Joel 4:10; Neh 4:7 1 3  רֹמ 
ַל יִּ ישַח  ב – אִּ רֶּ ףַחֶּ  Judg 20:46; 2 Sam 24:9 2 שֹולֵׁ
ש  Sir 39:30; Ezek 38:21 2  אֵׁ
ַץ רֶּ תַאֶּ מ  הֵׁ  בְּ





ָּזה  Dan 11:33; Ezra 9:7 2  בִּ
 4Q169 3-4ii5; m. ʾAbot 5:8 2  ָּגלּוַת
ָחָלַה לְּ  Ezek 30:4; 4Q385b 1,3 2  ח 
ָרקֹון  Deut 28:22; m. Taʿan. 3:5 2  יֵׁ
ב לֶּ  כֶּ





י לִּ  Sam 21:9 1 1  כְּ
ע ב – ר  רֶּ  חֶּ





ר בֶּ  Isa 51:19; Sir 40:9 2  שֶּ
 Isa 51:19; Sir 40:9 2  שֹד
ָדפֹון  Deut 28:22; m. Taʿan. 3:5 2  שִּ
יַש ָּגבִּ לְּ ןַאֶּ בֶּ  Ezek 38:21 1  אֶּ
ה בֶּ רְּ  m. Taʿan. 3:5 1  א 
ז  4Q169 3-4ii5 1  ב 
 Sir 39:30 1  ָבָרד
ת  Ezra 9:7 1  בֹשֶּ
יַת רִּ  Ezek 38:21 1  ָּגפְּ
ַף םַשֹוטֵׁ שֶּ  Ezek 38:21 1  ּגֶּ
ַת קֶּ ּלֶּ  Deut 28:22 1  ד 
ב – ָהרּוג רֶּ יַחֶּ טֲֹענֵׁ  Isa 14:19 1 מְּ
ע ר  ב – הֵׁ רֶּ אַחֶּ  Jer 25:29 1 קֹורֵׁ
ַע יַר  לִּ  4Q504 1-2iii8 1  ח 
לַָעָפַר תַזֹוחֵׁ  Deut 32:25 1  ֲחמ 
יַל  m. Taʿan. 3:5 1  ָחסִּ
ח ב   Isa 65:12 1  טֶּ
 Ps 17:13 1  ָיד
ידֹון  Sam 17:45 1 1  כִּ
ָהָבה  Dan 11:33 1  לֶּ
ַת לֶּ ֲאכֶּ  Prov 30:14 1  מ 
ָּסע  Job 41:18 1  מ 
יץ פִּ  Prov 25:18 1  מֵׁ
ק שֶּ  Job 39:22 1  נֶּ
 Hos 1:7 1  סּוס
ָלַה  Jer 33:4 1  סֹלְּ
 Ezek 32:27 1  ָעוֺן
ם יִּ  Jer 15:3 1  עֹוףַָשמ 
ָרב קְּ  Sir 39:30 1  ע 
 Hos 1:7 1  ָפָרַש
ן תֶּ  Sir 39:30 1  פֶּ
 4Q504 1-2iii8 1  ָצָמא
 Chr 20:9 2 1  ָצָרה




Lexeme Association No. Location 
ב טֶּ  Deut 32:25 1  קֶּ
ף שֶּ  Deut 32:25 1  רֶּ
ַח ל   Neh 4:12 1  שֶּ
ַת פֶּ חֶּ  Deut 28:22 1  ש 
ָיַה רְּ  Job 41:18 1  שִּ
Table 3.9. ב רֶּ  in Associations of Opposition חֶּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
 Lev 26:6; Jer 14:13; 34:4 3  ָשלֹום
ח ט   Hos 2:20 1  בֶּ
 Jer 44:18 1  טֹוב
3.2.2.1 Observations 
ב רֶּ  sword) occurs almost exclusively in associations of similarity (97.6% vs. 4.1%). Its) חֶּ
most frequent associates are ָרָעב (famine), and ר בֶּ  plague). These terms co-occur in) דֶּ
associations of similarity 29 times. The decision was made to split the occurrences of ע  ר 
into different groups depending on which term it modified. This was primarily driven by 
the discovery of two out of eight occurrences of ָיה  animal) in an association of similarity) ח 
with ב רֶּ ָיהַָרָעה where it was not in the phrase חֶּ ע This suggests the term . ח   is optional but ר 
could be part of the standard form when ָיה ב is used in association with ח  רֶּ  and ,ָרָעב ,חֶּ
ר בֶּ  308.דֶּ
The connection ב רֶּ ר and ,ָרָעב ,חֶּ בֶּ ע have with דֶּ ָיהַ appears to be through the phrase ר  ח 
ב However, there are two frequent co-associates between 309.ָרָעה רֶּ ע and חֶּ  which are not ר 
associated with ע ָיהַָרָעה primarily through the phrase ר  ת evil); and) ָרָעה :ח   death). This) ָמוֶּ
suggests further analysis is required to determine the location of ב רֶּ  in relation to the חֶּ
semantic domains of ע  .ר 
The remaining frequent associates of ב רֶּ ַת :(include (in order of frequency חֶּ שֶּ ית ;(bow) קֶּ  ֲחנִּ
(spear); ָחָמה לְּ ץחֵַׁ ;(war) מִּ  (arrow); י בִּ ר ;(blood) ָדם ;(captivity) שְּ ח  רְּ ן ;(burning) ח   ;(sword) ָמגֵׁ
and ַח  which is part of the round one analysis, none of these ָדם spear). Apart from) רֹמ 




308 For statistics of  ָרָעב and ר בֶּ ע with דֶּ  see sections 2.8 and 2.5 respectively. Keeping in mind that the ר 
Ancient Hebrew and Mishnaic Hebrew corpus is not uniform in dialect and time of completion, it is possible 
that later uses were heavily influenced by the potentially early use in Torah (Lev 26:6; this depends on how 
one dates the Torah). It is notable that Ezekiel which contains the most uses of the standard phrase also 
includes the one use where ָיַה  .(receives no modification (Ezek 33:27 ח 
309 The one occurrence of ַע ַב with ר  רֶּ  in Sir 39:29 is disputed with the Old Greek’s λιμος, suggesting the חֶּ




 (badness) רַֹע  3.2.3
ַ ַ ,occurs 30 times in the analysed texts [20;310 7; 3; 0; 0]. In total רֹע   has 24 occurrences רֹע 
(80%) with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations by 
corpus is shown in Table 3.10 below. Tables 3.11 and 3.12 show the semantic associations of 
similarity and opposition respectively. 
Table 3.10. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations with ַ  by רֹע 
Type of Association311 






Hebrew Bible 15 93.8 5 31.3 16 
Ben Sira 1 20.0 4 80.0 5 
Judean Desert 3 100 0 0 3 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 0 - 0 - 0 
Total 19 79.2 9 37.5 24 
Table 3.11. ַ  in Associations of Similarity רֹע 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ע  ר 
ַר עַֹּתא   ר 
ים יםַָרעִּ  ָפנִּ
– ַ  רֹע 
– ַ  רֹע 




Jer 23:22; 24:2, 3, 8; 25:5; 26:3; 1QHa XV,6 
Gen 41:19 
Neh 2:2 
ָּׁשַה – ָרָעה ַאִּ  רֹע 




Ps 28:4; Hos 9:15; 11Q19 LIX,7 
ֲעָלַל – ָדם ַמ   רֹע 





ל  Gen 41:19 1  ד 
ָבַב – ָזדֹון ַלֵׁ  Sam 17:28 1 1 רֹע 
ְַך ַ – חֹשֶּ תַרֹע  מ   1QS IV,11 1 ָערְּ
ֲעָלַל – ָחמֹוץ ַמ   Isa 1:16 1 רֹע 
ע ר  ֲעָלַל – מֵׁ ַמ   Isa 1:16 1 רֹע 
ֲעָלַל – ָעוֺן ַמ   1QIsaa I,19 1 רֹע 
ל ֲעָלַל – ֹפע  ַמ   Ps 28:4 1 רֹע 
ַב – ָרע ַלֵׁ  Neh 2:2 1 רֹע 
קַָבָשַר  Gen 41:19 1  ר 
 Jer 29:17 1  שָֹער





310 One occurrence has been added from the Judean Desert corpus: Isaiah 1:16 = 1QIsaa I,19. 
311 While column totals are simple addition, row totals are not. This is because a certain use of a word may 




Table 3.12. ַ  in Associations of Opposition רֹע 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ַ – טּוב312  רֹע 




Sir 42:14 (x2)313 
 Jer 24:2, 3 2  טֹוב
יב יטִּ ֲעָלַל – הֵׁ ַמ   רֹע 





ַר הַֹּתא  פֵׁ  Gen 41:19 1  יְּ
תַָבָשַר יא  רִּ  Gen 41:19 1  בְּ
ָפַט שְּ ֲעָלַל – מִּ ַמ   Isa 1:16 1 רֹע 
ים – ָיָטב ַָפנִּ  Eccl 7:3 1 רֹע 
3.2.2.1 Observations 
ַ  has a strong bias towards associations of similarity (79.2% vs. 37.5%). These associations רֹע 
of similarity are taken up primarily by ע ַ Additionally, the only words that .(47.4%) ר   רֹע 
occurred with three or more times in associations of similarity were from the same word 
family: ע  Together these made up 63.2% of associations of similarity. The .ָרָעה and ר 
primary opposition was טּוב (goodness), with other words in its word family also occurring 
(less than three times). These initial observations indicate that ַ  should be considered רֹע 
within the semantic domains of ע  .ר 
 (evil) ָרָעה  3.2.4
 occurs 143 times ָרָעה occurs 367 times in the analysed texts [317; 31; 11; 1; 7]. In total ָרָעה
(40%)315 with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations 
by corpus is shown in Table 3.13 below. Tables 3.14 and 3.15 show the semantic associations 
of similarity and opposition respectively. 
Table 3.13. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations with ָרָעַה 
by Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 78 66.7 43 36.8 117 
Ben Sira 9 55.3 8 50.0 16 
Judean Desert 5 100.0 0 0.0 5 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 0 0.0 5 100.0 5 
Total 92 64.3 56 39.2 143 
 
 
312 Occurrences of טּוַב (good) in Ben Sira may actually represent additional occurrences of טֹוַב (good) as the 
lack of pointing renders them indistinguishable. 
313 Manuscripts Mas 1H IV,25 and Sir B 12r4. 
314 Manuscript Sir B 12r4. 




Table 3.14. ָרָעַה (evil) in Associations of Similarity 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ב רֶּ  ;Deut 32:23; Jer 5:12; 11:23; 42:17; 44:17; 49:37; Ezek 6:10; 14:22 10  חֶּ
2 Chr 20:9; Sir 40:9 
 Deut 32:23; Jer 5:12; 11:23; 42:17; 44:17; Ezek 6:10; 14:22; 2 Chr 8  ָרָעב
20:9 
-Isa 13:11; Jer 36:31; Hos 7:1; Ps 40:13; Job 22:5; Sir 7:1; 4Q171 1 7  ָעוֺן
2ii3 
 Deut 31:17, 21; 1 Sam 10:19; Jer 15:11; Ps 71:20; 2 Chr 20:9; Sir 7  ָצָרה
6:10 
ע  ר 
ַע ְךַר  רֶּ  דֶּ
 5 
2 
Deut 31:29; 1 Kgs 21:21; Jer 32:32; Ps 52:3 Eccl 8:11 
Ezek 20:43; Jonah 3:10 
ר בֶּ  *Jer 28:8; 42:17; Ezek 6:10; 14:22; 2 Chr 20:9; Sir 40:9 6  דֶּ
ן  ָאוֶּ
ַן תַָאוֶּ בֶּ שֶּ חְּ  מ 
 3 
2 
Ps 28:3; 41:8; 94:23 
Jer 4:14; Prov 6:18 
ָבה  Jer 7:12; 44:5; Ezek 6:9; 16:23; Sir 15:13 5  ּתֹועֵׁ
ָּׁשַה ַאִּ  רֹע 




Ps 28:3; Hos 9:15; 11Q19 LIX,8 
ַל ע  י  לִּ  בְּ
ַל ע  י  לִּ רַבְּ ב   דְּ
 2 
1 
Nah 1:11; 4Q398 14-17ii5* 
Ps 41:8 
ָטאת  Gen 50:17; 1 Sam 12:19; Sir 40:9 3  ח 
 ָיגֹון
לַָיגֹוַן בֶּ  אֵׁ
 2 
1 
Gen 44:29; Ps 107:39 
1QS IV,13 
ַש פֶּ יַנֶּ שֵׁ קְּ ב  יַָרָעַה – מְּ שֵׁ  דֹורְּ




Ps 40:15; 70:3 
ת  Prov 14:32;316 Sir 37:18; 40:9 3  ָמוֶּ
ַע ש   Gen 50:17; 1 Sam 24:12; Lam 1:22 3  פֶּ
ר בֶּ  Jer 4:6; 6:1; Sir 40:9 3  שֶּ
ַר קֶּ  שֶּ
ַר קֶּ שֹוןַשֶּ  לְּ
 2 
1 
Ps 52:3; 4Q397 14-21,9 
Prov 6:18 
 Sam 16:8; Sir 40:9 2 2  ָדם
 הָֹוה





ָפַה רְּ  Jer 24:9; Neh 1:3 2  חֶּ
ָמה זִּ  Jer 11:14; Ps 21:12 2  מְּ
ָחָמה לְּ  Jer 28:8; Ps 140:3 2  מִּ
ָמה רְּ  Ps 50:19; 52:3 2  מִּ
 Jer 6:7; Sir 40:9 2  שֹד
ָאה נְּ  Ps 109:5; Prov 26:26 2  שִּ
קּוָדַה תַפְּ נ   Jer 11:23; 23:12 2  שְּ
ָדן  Esth 8:6 1  ָאבְּ
 
 
יק 316 ִַֽ דִּ מֹו֣תַֹוַצַ  הַבְּ ֖ חֹסֶּ עַוְּ הַָרַָשַָ֑ ֣ ָדַחֶּ ָרָעתֹוַיִַּ ִַֽ  The wicked is thrust down in his evil, but the righteous seeks refuge in) בְּ
his death). While some amend the text (e.g. Fox), those who treat the text as it is have a variety of approaches 
to whose death the second half of the text refers to (either to the death of the righteous or the wicked). If the 
death refers to the death of the wicked it is possible that there is a semantic association here: ָרָעה can be used 
to refer to the punishment for doing ָרָעה, such as in 2 Sam 16:8, ִַּה ַָךבְַַָּךֵַּ֙נְַּוְּ ָעתֶַּ֔ ֶַַָ֛ר֣ יַַיכִּ ֶ֥ יםָדַַַשאִּ ֖ הָאִָּֽתַַמִּ  (and behold 
you in your evil because you are a man of blood; see also Isa 13:11). Michael V. Fox, ed., Proverbs 10-31: A New 
Translation with Introduction and Commentary, The Anchor Yale Bible 18B (New Haven: Yale University Press, 
2009), 585–86; William McKane, Proverbs: A New Approach (London: SCM, 1992), 475; Bruce K. Waltke, The 




Lexeme Association No. Location 
ב יַָרָעַה – אֹויֵׁ שֵׁ קְּ ב   Esth 9:2 1 מְּ
יד  Jer 48:16 1  אֵׁ
ע ל   Ps 52:3 1  בֶּ
ַל יִּ ןַח   Kgs 1:52 1 1  בֶּ
ְך רֶּ  Ezek 20:43 1  דֶּ
ל בֶּ  Eccl 2:21 1  הֶּ
ָּוה  Ps 52:3 1  ה 
ָוָעה  Jer 24:9 1  זְּ
נּות  Jer 3:2 1  זְּ
ָיהַָרָעַה  Ezek 14:22 1  ח 
י לִּ  Jer 6:7 1  ח 
 Jer 6:7 1  ָחָמס
לַָעָפַר תַזֹוחֵׁ  Deut 32:23 1  ֲחמ 
ץ  Deut 32:23 1  חֵׁ
ף  Jer 49:37 1  ֲחרֹוןַא 
ַר ח  רְּ  Sir 40:9 1  ח 
 Prov 6:18 1  ָכָזב
ַש ח   Hos 7:3 1  כ 
ס ע   Eccl 11:10 1  כ 
ָשָבה חְּ  Jer 18:11 1  מ 
ָכה  Jer 6:7 1  מ 
ל ע   4Q397 14-21,9 1  מ 
ֲעָלַל  Hos 7:2 1  מ 
שּוָבה  Jer 2:19 1  מְּ
 Jer 24:9 1  ָמָשַל
ֱאָנח  Lam 1:21 1  נֶּ
ָבָלה  Sam 13:16 2 1  נְּ
ע ג   Ps 91:10 1  נֶּ
ר ע   Jer 25:32 1  ס 
ָרה בְּ  Sir 31:6 1  עֶּ
םַָרמֹוַת יִּ ינ   Prov 6:18 1  עֵׁ
יָלה  Ezek 20:43 1  ֲעלִּ
ָחָתַה שְּ ּנִּ יָלהַה   Ezek 20:43 1  ֲעלִּ
ר  Ps 107:39 1  עֹצֶּ
ַק  Jer 6:7 1  עֹשֶּ
יָרה פִּ  Ezek 7:5 1  צְּ
ב טֶּ  Deut 32:23 1  קֶּ
ָלָלַה  Jer 24:9 1  קְּ
ץ  Ezek 7:5 1  קֵׁ
ָיַה מִּ  Ps 52:3 1  רְּ
ָעבֹון  Ps 37:19 1  רְּ
ף שֶּ  Deut 32:23 1  רֶּ
א  Ps 41:8 1  ָשוְּ
 Isa 47:11 1  שֹוָאה
א יַָרָעַה – שֹונֵׁ שֵׁ קְּ ב   Esth 9:2 1 מְּ
ַ ָמַהשֶּ הֵׁ ןַבְּ   1 Deut 32:23 
יָנה נִּ  Jer 24:9 1  שְּ
ַש פֶּ ֲאָותַנֶּ  Sir 5:2 1  ּת 






Table 3.15. ָרָעַה in Associations of Opposition 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
 ;Gen 44:4; 50:20; Num 24:13; 1 Sam 24:18; 25:21; Jer 18:8, 20 30  טֹוָבה
21:10; 32:42; 39:16; 44:27; Amos 9:4; Ps 35:12; 38:21; 109:5; Prov 
17:13; Eccl 7:14; Neh 2:10; 2 Chr 18:7; Sir 6:11; 11:25 (x2)*; 12:5, 
8, 9; m. Ber. 9:3 (x2), 5; m. Sanh. 1:6 (x2) 
 Gen 26:29; 1 Sam 20:13; 25:17; 29:6; Jer 44:17; Mic 3:2; Prov 11  טֹוב
11:27; 13:21; 17:20; Lam 3:38; Sir 37:18 
 Sam 20:13; 2 Kgs 22:20; Isa 57:1; Jer 23:17; 28:8; 29:11; 38:4; 2 1 8  ָשלֹום
Chr 34:28 
ק דֶּ  Ps 52:3; Eccl 7:15 2  צֶּ
ֲהָבה  Ps 109:5 1  א 
חּוָרה  Eccl 12:1 1  בְּ
ח ט   Prov 1:33 1  בֶּ
יב יטִּ  Sir 39:27 1  הֵׁ
ים יִּ  Sir 37:18 1  ח 
ן  Jer 23:10 1  כֵׁ
ָדָקה  Prov 11:19 1  צְּ
3.2.4.1 Observations 
 ,evil) has a strong bias towards associations of similarity (64.3% vs. 39.2%). However) ָרָעה
its strongest associations are those of opposition with טֹוָבה (goodness) being its strongest 
associate followed by טֹוב (good), and ָשלֹום (peace) which occurs more frequently than all 
but one of the associations of similarity. 
Words or phrases that occurred three or more times in an association of similarity with 
ַב :are ָרָעה רֶּ ע ;(distress) ָצָרה ;(iniquity) ָעוֺן ;(famine) ָרָעַב ;(sword) חֶּ ר ;(bad) ר  בֶּ  ;(plague) דֶּ
ן ָבה ;(villainy) ָאוֶּ ַ ;(abomination) ּתֹועֵׁ ַיַעל ;(badness) רֹע  ָטאת ;(worthlessness) ְבלִּ  ָיגֹון ;(sin) ח 
(grief); ש פֶּ יַנֶּ שֵׁ קְּ ב  ת ;(people who seek [to take] life) מְּ ע ;(death) ָמוֶּ ש  ַר ;(transgression) פֶּ בֶּ  שֶּ
(destruction); and ר קֶּ  lie). Because it has many associations with words associated with) שֶּ
ע ע should be considered within the semantic domains of ָרָעה ,ר   .ר 
Words that did not appear in the main associations of ע  but were associated with it at ,ר 
least once include: ָטאת ;ָצָרה ע ;ח  ש  ר ;פֶּ בֶּ ַ and ,שֶּ קֶּ רשֶּ . These will be analysed in the second 
round of analysis. 
 (plague) ֶדֶבר 3.2.5
ר בֶּ ר ,occurs 59 times in the analysed texts [50;317 2; 3; 4]. In total דֶּ בֶּ  (occurs 48 times (81% דֶּ
with at least one semantic association. It lacks any associations of opposition. Table 3.16 
displays the number of occurrences with semantic associations of similarity by corpus. 
Table 3.17 lists all semantic associations of similarity. 
 
 
317 One occurrence was excluded: 2 Chronicles 6:28 = 1 Kings 8:37. Two occurrences in the Samaritan 




Table 3.16. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations with ַר בֶּ  דֶּ
Corpus Similarity 
 n. 
Hebrew Bible 41 
Ben Sira 2 




Table 3.17. ר בֶּ  in Associations of Similarity דֶּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ב רֶּ  ,Exod 5:3; Lev 26:25; Deut 28:21; Jer 14:12; 21:7, 9; 24:10; 27:8 37  חֶּ
13; 29:17, 18; 32:24, 36; 34:17; 38:2; 42:17, 22; 44:13; Ezek 5:12, 
17; 6:11, 12; 7:15 (x2); 12:16; 14:19, 21; 33:27; 38:22; Amos 4:10; 1 
Chr 21:12; 2 Chr 20:9; Sir 39:29; 40:9*; 4Q171 1-2 2ii1; 4Q504 1-
2iii8; m. ʾAbot 5:8 
ָעבָרַ   33 2 Sam 24:13; 1 Kgs 8:37; Jer 14:12; 21:7, 9; 24:10; 27:8, 13; 29:17, 
18; 32:24, 36; 34:17; 38:2; 42:17, 22; 44:13; Ezek 5:12, 17; 6:11, 12; 
7:15 (x2); 12:16; 14:19, 21; 1 Chr 21:12; 2 Chr 6:28; 20:9; 4Q171 1-
2ii1; 1+3-4iii4; 4Q504 1-2iii8; m. ʾAbot 5:8 
ָיה  ח 
ָיהַָרָעַה  ח 





Ezek 5:17; 14:19, 21; m. ʾAbot 5:8 
Sir 39:29 
 *Jer 28:8; 42:17; Ezek 6:11; 14:21; 2 Chr 20:9; Sir 40:9 6  ָרָעה
 *Ezek 5:17; 28:22; 38:22; Sir 40:9 4  ָדם
ָרקֹון  Deut 28:21; 1 Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 3  יֵׁ
ָדפֹון  Deut 28:21; 1 Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 3  שִּ
ה בֶּ רְּ  Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 1 2  א 
ש  Ezek 28:22; Sir 39:29 2  אֵׁ
יַל  Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 1 2  ָחסִּ
ַר ח  רְּ  *Deut 28:21; Sir 40:9 2  ח 
ֲחָלה  Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 1 2  מ 
ע ג   Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 1 2  נֶּ
ב טֶּ  Hos 13:14; Ps 91:6 2  קֶּ
יַש ָּגבִּ לְּ ןַאֶּ בֶּ  Ezek 28:22 1  אֶּ
 Sir 39:29 1  ָבָרד
 ʾAbot 5:8 1  ָּגלּוַת
יַת רִּ  Ezek 28:22 1  ָּגפְּ
ַף םַשֹוטֵׁ שֶּ  Ezek 28:22 1  ּגֶּ
ַת קֶּ ּלֶּ  Deut 28:21 1  ד 
ַע יַר  לִּ  4Q504 1-2iii8 1  ח 
ת  *Sir 40:9 1  ָמוֶּ
ָחָמה לְּ  Jer 28:8 1  מִּ
ַת פֹולֶּ  m. Taʿan 3:4 1  מ 
ָרב קְּ  Sir 39:29 1  ע 
חַָיקּוַש  Ps 91:3 1  פ 
ן תֶּ  Sir 39:29 1  פֶּ
 4Q504 1-2iii8 1  ָצָמא




Lexeme Association No. Location 
ת ח  ד   Deut 28:21 1  ק 
ע  Sir 39:29 1  ר 
ף שֶּ  Hab 3:5 1  רֶּ
ר בֶּ  *Sir 40:9 1  שֶּ
 *Sir 40:9 1  שֹד
ַת פֶּ חֶּ  Deut 28:21 1  ש 
3.2.5.1 Observations 
ר בֶּ  plague) occurs exclusively in associations of similarity. Nearly all its main associations) דֶּ
are found as main associations of ב רֶּ ב :sword). These are) חֶּ רֶּ ָיה ;(famine) ָרָעב ;חֶּ  (animal) ח 
ָיהַָרָעה / ָיה blood). Four out of the six associations with) ָדם evil) and) ָרָעה ;ח   occur in the ח 
phrase ָיהַָרָעה ר This phrase forms the main link between .ח  בֶּ ע and דֶּ   .ר 
There were two frequent associates which are not frequent associates of ע  However, they .ר 
both occurred at least once with ע ָרקֹון :ר  ָדפֹון rust) and) יֵׁ  blight). Due to their low) שִּ
frequency they are both analysed in Appendix B.1. 
 (villainy) ָאֶון 3.2.6
ן ן occurs 83 times in the analysed texts [75;318 2;319 6; 0; 0]. In total ָאוֶּ  (occurs 61 times (73% ָאוֶּ
with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with  semantic associations by 
corpus is shown in Table 3.18 below. Tables 3.19 and 3.20 show the semantic associations of 
similarity and opposition respectively. 
Table 3.18. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations with ַן  ָאוֶּ
by Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 53 93.0 22 38.6 57 
Ben Sira 0 - 0 - 0 
Judean Desert 3 75.0 1 25.0 4 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 0 - 0 - 0 




318 Seven times (Josh 7:2; 18:12; 1 Sam 13:5; 14:23; Hos 4:15; 5:8; 10:5) it occurred as a place name in the phrase 
ן יתַָאוֶּ  Beth Aven). In three other locations context indicated it was being used on its own as the place name) בֵׁ
‘Aven’ (or ‘On’ if emended; Ezek 30:17; Hos 10:8; Amos 1:5). These ten occurrences were excluded from the 
count. 
319 All four occurrences in Sirach 41:10 are the work of correctors. There are two versions of the same phrase 
in which the only difference is plural versus singular nouns. It was opted to count this as two occurrences 




Table 3.19. ן  in Associations of Similarity ָאוֶּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
 11  ָעָמל
 
Num 23:21; Isa 10:1; 59:4; Hab 1:3; Ps 7:15; 10:7; 55:11; 90:10; 
Job 4:8; 5:6; 15:35 
ַן – ָרָשַע ישַָאוֶּ  אִּ
ַן – לַָאוֶּ ע   ב 
ַן – יַָאוֶּ תֵׁ  מְּ








Ps 28:3; 36:13; 92:8; 94:4; 101:8; 141:9 
ב ַן – אֹויֵׁ יַָאוֶּ  Ps 6:9; 59:3; 64:3; 92:10; 4Q88 X,12-13 5 פֹוֲעלֵׁ
ָמה רְּ  מִּ
ָמַה רְּ ישַמִּ  אִּ
ן –  ָאוֶּ
ַן – יַָאוֶּ  פֹוֲעלֵׁ
4 
1 
Ps 10:7; 36:4; 55:11; Job 15:35 
Ps 5:6320 
ע  ר 
ַע תַר   ֲעצ 
 4 
1 






Isa 59:4; Hos 12:12; Ps 41:7; Job 11:11 
Zech 10:2 
ן – ָרָעה  ָאוֶּ
ַן – תַָאוֶּ בֶּ שֶּ חְּ  מ 
3 
2 
Ps 28:3; 41:7; 94:23 
Jer 4:14; Prov 6:18 
ַר קֶּ  שֶּ
ַר קֶּ רַשֶּ  דֹובֵׁ
ַר קֶּ שֹוןַשֶּ  לְּ
ן –  ָאוֶּ
ַן – יַָאוֶּ  פֹוֲעלֵׁ




Isa 59:4; Zech 10:2; Ps 7:15 
Ps 101:8 
Prov 6:18 
 Isa 59:6; Hab 1:3; Ps 55:11; 1QIsaa XXXXVIII,18 4  ָחָמס
ע ר  ַן – מֵׁ יַָאוֶּ  Isa 31:2; Ps 64:3; 92:10; 94:16 4 פֹוֲעלֵׁ
 Isa 59:3; Ps 5:6;321 59:3 3  ָדם
ָלה וְּ  Isa 59:4; Job 11:14; Prov 22:8 3  ע 
 ָכָזב
רַָכָזב  דֹובֵׁ
ַן – תַָאוֶּ בֶּ שֶּ חְּ   מ 





יב  Hab 1:3; Ps 55:11 2  רִּ
 Isa 59:7; Hab 1:3 2  שֹד
 Isa 41:29; 59:4 2  ֹּתהּו
 Ps 10:7; 55:11 2  ֹּתְַך
ַל ע  י  לִּ ַן – ָאָדםַבְּ ישַָאוֶּ  Prov 6:12 1 אִּ
ַה טֶּ ישַמ  ן – אִּ רַָאוֶּ בֵׁ ד   1QS XI,2 1 מְּ
ַע ש  ישַרֶּ ַן – אִּ יַָאוֶּ  Job 34:8 1 פֹוֲעלֵׁ
ַס פֶּ  Isa 41:29 1  אֶּ
ֲאָוַה ַן – ּג  יַָאוֶּ  Ps 36:13 1 פֹוֲעלֵׁ
דּוד ַן – ּגְּ יַָאוֶּ  Hos 6:8 1 פֹוֲעלֵׁ
ל בֶּ  Zech 10:2 1  הֶּ
 Prov 17:4 1  הָֹוה
ַל  Ps 5:6 1  הֹולֵׁ
ם סֶּ אתַקֶּ ט   Sam 15:23 1 1  ח 
ף  Isa 32:6 1  חֹנֶּ
ץ ַן – לֵׁ דַָאוֶּ  Isa 29:20 1 שֹוקֵׁ
 Hab 1:3 1  ָמדֹון
יַהֹון נֵׁ קְּ ן – מ  רַָאוֶּ בֵׁ ד   1QS XI,2 1 מְּ
קֹוָמם תְּ ַן – מִּ יַָאוֶּ  Ps 59:3 1 פֹוֲעלֵׁ
ָּול ַן – ע  יַָאוֶּ  Job 31:3 1 פֹוֲעלֵׁ
 
 
320 This occurrence is part of the phrase ָמַה רְּ יםַּומִּ ישַָדמִּ  a man of bloodshed and deceit). It has been split) אִּ
into two phrases in order to better represent the occurrences of ָדם (blood) and ָמה רְּ  deceit) in) מִּ
association with ן יַָאוֶּ  .(doers of iniquity) פֹוֲעלֵׁ




Lexeme Association No. Location 
 Isa 59:4 1  ָעוֺן
הַ ָיַהעֹושֵׁ מִּ רְּ   1 Ps 101:8 
םַָרמֹוַת יִּ ינ  ַן – עֵׁ תַָאוֶּ בֶּ שֶּ חְּ  Prov 6:18 1 מ 
יץ ַן – ָערִּ דַָאוֶּ  Isa 29:20 1 שֹוקֵׁ
ַק  Ps 119:113 1  עֹשֶּ
ל  Job 36:10 1  ֹפע 
ַע ש   Job 36:10 1  פֶּ
 Ps 92:10 1  ָקם
ַ  Isa 41:29 1  רּוח 
ר בֶּ  Isa 59:7 1  שֶּ
ַע ב  צְּ ַאֶּ ח  ן – שֹולֵׁ רַָאוֶּ בֵׁ ד   1QS XI,2 1 מְּ
 Ps 92:10 1  שּור
ים ָרפִּ  Sam 15:23 1 1  ּתְּ
Table 3.20. ן  in Associations of Opposition ָאוֶּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ן – טֹוב  ָאוֶּ





ָפַט שְּ  Isa 59:7; Prov 19:28 2  מִּ
יק דִּ ַן – צ  יַָאוֶּ  Ps 125:5; Prov 21:15 2 פֹוֲעלֵׁ
יֹוַן בְּ ַן – אֶּ דַָאוֶּ  Isa 29:20 1 שֹוקֵׁ
ַב לֵׁ רַבְּ ש  ַן – יְּ יַָאוֶּ  Ps 125:5 1 פֹוֲעלֵׁ
ַן – ָעָנו דַָאוֶּ  Isa 29:20 1 שֹוקֵׁ
ש  11Q19 XLIII,16 1  קֹדֶּ
 Isa 59:7 1  ָשלֹום
ַן – ֹּתם יַָאוֶּ  Prov 10:29 1 פֹוֲעלֵׁ
3.2.5.1 Observations 
ן  villainy) occurs primarily in associations of similarity (91.8% vs. 37.7%). It has no) ָאוֶּ
frequent (three or more) associations of opposition. Its frequent associates in order of 
frequency are: ָעָמל (trouble); ָרָשע (wicked); ב ָמה ;(enemy) אֹויֵׁ רְּ ע ;(deceit) מִּ ַא ;(bad) ר   ָשוְּ
(worthlessness); ָרָעה (evil); ר קֶּ ע ;(violence) ָחָמס ;(lie) שֶּ ר  ָלה blood); and) ָדם ;(evildoer) מֵׁ וְּ  ע 
(injustice). The connection between ע ן and ר   can be seen both through their frequency ָאוֶּ
of association and their frequent co-associations with ָמה ,ָרָשע רְּ  .ָדם and ,ָחָמס ,ָרָעה ,מִּ
Words that were not frequently associated with ע  but were associated with it at least once ,ר 
include: ב ;ָעָמל א ;אֹויֵׁ ר ;ָשוְּ קֶּ ע ;שֶּ ר  ָלה and ;מֵׁ וְּ  These will be analysed in the second round of .ע 
analysis. 
 (death) ָמֶות 3.2.7
ת ת ,occurs 203 times in the analysed texts [153;322 23; 15; 0; 12]. In total ָמוֶּ  occurs 79 times ָמוֶּ
(39%)323 with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations 
 
 
322 One occurrence was added: Genesis 50:5 (Samaritan Pentateuch). 




by corpus is shown in Table 3.21 below. Tables 3.22 and 3.23 show the semantic associations 
of similarity and opposition respectively. 
Table 3.21. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ַת  by ָמוֶּ
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 37 65.1 22 39.3 56 
Ben Sira 9 69.2 6 45.2 13 
Judean Desert 6 100.0 0 0.0 6 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 0 0.0 4 100.0 4 
Total 52 65.8 32 40.5 79 
Table 3.22. ַת  in Associations of Similarity ָמוֶּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
אֹוַל  ;Sam 22:6; Isa 28:15, 18; 38:18; Hos 13:14 (x2); Hab 2:5; Ps 6:6 2 21  שְּ
18:6; 89:49; 116:3; Prov 5:5; 7:27; Song 8:6; Sir 14:12; 48:5; 51:2, 
6; 1QHa XI,10; XVII,4; 11Q5 XIX,9 
ב רֶּ  חֶּ
 
ב רֶּ דַחֶּ  י 
ת –  ָמוֶּ
ַת – יַָמוֶּ לִּ  כְּ




Jer 15:2; 18:21; 43:11; Job 27:15; Sir 40:9 
Ps 7:14 
Job 5:20 
ע  ר 
ַע  ָדָברַר 
 4 
1 
Deut 30:15; Job 5:20 Sir 11:14; 37:18 
2 Kings 4:40 
ַל ע  י  לִּ  Sam 22:5; Ps 18:5; 1QHa XI,29 2 3  בְּ
 Prov 14:32;324 Sir 37:18; 40:9 3  ָרָעה
ית ֲחרִּ  Num 23:10; Sir 11:28 2  א 
 Isa 38:18; Ezek 31:14 2  בֹור
ץ ת – חֵׁ  ָמוֶּ





 Jer 15:2; 18:21 2  ָרָעב
י בִּ  Jer 15:2; 43:11 2  שְּ
דֹוַן  Job 28:22 1  ֲאב 
יַת ּתִּ חְּ ץַּת  רֶּ  Ezek 31:14 1  אֶּ
ַע ש  תַפֶּ מ  שְּ  4Q184 1,9 1  א 
ר בֶּ  *Sir 40:9 1  דֶּ
 Sir 40:9 1  ָדם
ק  Prov 26:18 1  זֵׁ
ָטאת  4Q184 1,9 1  ח 
ג רֶּ  Prov 24:11 1  חֶּ
ַר ח  רְּ  Sir 40:9 1  ח 
ַת – ָיגֹון יַָמוֶּ לֵׁ בְּ  Ps 116:3 1 חֶּ
ָרַה בְּ  Prov 11:4 1  יֹוםַעֶּ
 Isa 25:8 1  לֹוַט
ָכַה ּסֵׁ  Isa 25:8 1  מ 
ַת לֶּ כֶּ ש   Kings 2:21 2 1  מְּ
 
 




Lexeme Association No. Location 
ל  4Q184 1,9 1  ָעוֶּ
ַת ָמוֶּ לְּ  Job 38:17 1  צ 
ַת – ָצָרה יַָמוֶּ לֵׁ בְּ  Ps 116:3 1 חֶּ
ר בֶּ  Job 3:21 1  קֶּ
ָלָלַה  Deut 30:19 1  קְּ
ַת שֶּ ַת – קֶּ יַָמוֶּ לִּ  Ps 7:14 1 כְּ
יַש  Sir 11:14 1  רֵׁ
ים ָפאִּ  Prov 2:18 1  רְּ
ר בֶּ  Sir 40:9 1  שֶּ
 Sir 40:9 1  שֹד
ַת ח   Sir 51:2 1  ש 
Table 3.23. ת  in Associations of Opposition ָמוֶּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ים יִּ  ;Deut 30:15, 19; 31:27; Judg 16:30; 2 Sam 1:23; 15:21; Isa 38:18 25  ח 
Jer 8:3; Jonah 4:3, 8; Job 30:23; Prov 8:36; 11:19; 12:28; 13:14; 
14:27; 18:21; Sir 11:14; 15:17; 33:14; 37:18; m. Ketub. 9:1; m. B. 
Qam. 9:10; m. ʾOhal 3:5 (x2) 
 Ezek 18:23; 32; 33:11 3  ָחָיה
 Deut 30:15; Sir 11:14; 37:18 3  טֹוב
ָרָכה  Deut 30:15 1  בְּ
ד ָּולֶּ  Eccl 7:1 1  הִּ
ש פֶּ  Sir 41:1 1  נֶּ
3.2.7.1 Observations 
ת  death) shows a bias towards associations of similarity (65.8% vs. 40.5%). However, its) ָמוֶּ
primary association is with its antonym ים יִּ  life). This is closely followed by its association) ח 
of similarity with אֹול  Sheol). Still occurring three or more times, but much less frequent) שְּ
are its associations of similarity with ב רֶּ ע ,(sword) חֶּ ַיַעל ,(bad) ר   worthlessness), and) ְבלִּ
 .(evil) ָרָעה
In a closer examination of its associations with ע  its primary association appears to be ,ר 
with ים יִּ ע while the primary association of ,ח   .(good) טֹוב appears to be with ר 
3.13. Deuteronomy 30:15 
ִַֽ ת־ה  ֹוםַאֶּ יַ֔ ַה  יָךֵ֙ ָפנֵֶּ֙ יַלְּ ּתִּ ֹ֤ הַָנת  אֵֹׁ֨ ֖יםרְּ יִּ ת־ה ַַח  אֶּ ֹובוְּ ת־ה ַַטָ֑ אֶּ תוְּ וֶּ ת־ָהַַָמ֖ אֶּ עוְּ ָרִֽ  
See, I have set before you today life and the good and death and the bad. 
Furthermore, one of the three occurrences with ָרָעה occurs in Sirach B 7v12 which was 
corrected to ע  and occurs in the same set of contrasts as above. Conversely, one of its uses ר 
with ָרָעה and most of its uses with ֶחֶרב (sword) are in lists of judgements.325 The evidence 
appears to weigh in favour of treating ת  as a word primarily outwith the semantic ָמוֶּ
 
 
325 Except for the use in Psalm 7:14, where it appears to connect to the implement concept of  ֶחֶרב rather than 




domains of ע  However, some uses indicate the presence of a polyseme which is at home .ר 
in lists of judgement.326 
 (iniquity) ָעוֺן  3.2.8
 occurs 135 times ָעוֺן ,occurs 315 times in the analysed texts [234;327 17;328 53; 0; 11]. In total ָעוֺן
(43%)329 with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations 
by corpus is shown in Table 3.24 below. Tables 3.25 and 3.26 show the semantic associations 
of similarity and opposition respectively. 
Table 3.24. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations with ָעוֺן 
by Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 96 93.2 11 10.7 103 
Ben Sira 4 80.0 2 40.0 5 
Judean Desert 26 100.0 3 11.5 26 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 
Total 127 94.1 16 11.9 135 
Table 3.25. ָעוֺן in Associations of Similarity 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ָטאת  ;Exod 34:9; Lev 16:21; Deut 19:15; 1 Sam 20:1; Isa 6:7; 27:9; 40:2 55  ח 
43:24; 59:2, 12; Jer 5:25; 14:10; 16:10, 18; 18:23; 30:14, 15; 31:34; 
36:3; 50:20; Ezek 3:19; 21:29; Hos 4:8; 8:13; 9:9; 13:12; Mic 7:18; 
Ps 32:5; 38:4, 19; 51:4; 59:5; 79:8; 85:3; 109:14; Job 10:6; 13:23; 
14:17; Prov 5:22; Lam 4:6, 13, 22; Dan 9:24; Neh 3:37; 9:2; Sir 
3:15; 1QS I,23; III,8; III,22; XI,9; XI,14; 1QHa IX,27; 4Q176 1-2i6; 
11Q5 XIX,14; 11Q19 XXVI,11 




ָמַה שְּ עַא  ש   פֶּ
ַה ֲעשֶּ עַמ  ש   פֶּ








Exod 34:7; Lev 16:21; Num 14:18; Isa 43:24; 50:1; 53:5; 59:12; 
Ezek 14:10; 18:30; 21:29; 39:23; Mic 7:19; Ps 32:2, 5; 51:4; 59:5; 
65:4; 89:33; Job 7:21; 13:23; 14:17; 31:33; 33:9; Dan 9:24; CD 




א טְּ  Lev 20:19; Deut 5:9; Isa 53:11; Hos 12:9; Ps 51:4, 7; 103:10; Dan 11  חֵׁ
9:16; 11Q5 XIX,10; 11Q19 LXI,6; m. Yoma 3:8 








326 This use is also identified as the fifth use in DCH. 
327 Three occurrences were added: Numbers 14:8; 23:21 (Samaritan Pentateuch); 1QIsaa I,19 [Isaiah 1:15]. 
328 Sirach 7:2 is included twice because of a significant variation between manuscripts A 2v7 and C 3r9. 
329 Two occurrences were eliminated under the conditions specified in §3.1.1.1. 
330 It is difficult to determine whether this case belongs here or with שְַָּמה  guilt) below. However, regardless) א 




Lexeme Association No. Location 
ַל ע  תַמ  מ  שְּ  1QHa XII,30 1 א 
 Isa 13:11; Jer 36:31; Hos 7:1; Ps 40:13; Job 22:5; Sir 7:2;331 4Q171 7  ָרָעה
1-2ii4 
ע  ר 
ַע ְךַר  רֶּ  דֶּ




Prov 16:6; Sir 7:2332 
Ezek 36:31 
Ezra 9:13; 4Q169 3-4iii4 
 Lev 20:17; 1QIsaa I,19; Isa 59:3; Ezek 9:9 4  ָדם
ָטָאה  Exod 34:7; Num 14:18;333 Isa 5:18; 1QHa IX,24 4  ח 
ָדה  נִּ
ָאַה מְּ תַט  ד   נִּ
 ָעוֺן –
ָמַה – שְּ  ֲעוֺןַא 
2 
1 
1QS XI,14; 1QHa IX,24 
1QpHab VIII,12 
ָאה מְּ  ט 





 Num 23:21;334 Isa 59:3 2  ָעָמל
ָיַה מִּ  Ps 32:2; 1QHa IX,29 2  רְּ
ָבה  Ezek 36:31; 44:12 2  ּתֹועֵׁ
ן  Isa 59:3 1  ָאוֶּ
יד ץ – אֵׁ  Ezek 35:5 1 ָעוֺןַקֵׁ
ם  CD I,8 1  ָאשֵׁ
ַל ע  י  לִּ שַָעוַֺן – בְּ ח   1QS X,22 1 כ 
יַת שחִּ ןַמ  דַָעוַֺן – בֶּ בֶּ םַכֶּ  Isa 1:4 1 ע 
ֲאָוַה  Sir 16:9 1  ּג 
בּוָרַה  Sir 16:9 1  ּגְּ
ַא דַָעוַֺן – ּגֹויַחֹוטֵׁ בֶּ םַכֶּ  Isa 1:4 1 ע 
מּוַל  Jer 51:6 1  ּגְּ
ב דֹוןַלֵׁ  Sir 16:9 1  זְּ
ָמה  Job 31:11 1  זִּ
ַע ר  עַמֵׁ ר  דַָעוַֺן – זֶּ בֶּ םַכֶּ  Isa 1:4 1 ע 
 Ps 32:2 1  ֲחָטָאה
ב רֶּ  Ezek 32:27 1  חֶּ
ָפַה רְּ  4Q417 2i23 1  חֶּ
שַָעוַֺן – ָכָזב ח   1QS X,22 1 כ 
לָחָמַה יַמִּ לִּ  Ezek 32:27 1  כְּ
ָמַה לִּ  Ezek 44:12 1  כְּ
ה טֶּ  Ezek 9:9 1  מ 
ֲחָלה  4Q431 2,5 1  מ 
ל ע   4Q504 1-2vi5 1  מ 
ָמה רְּ שַָעוַֺן – מִּ ח   1QS X,22 1 כ 
שּוָבה  Jer 14:7 1  מְּ
ָמַה טֵׁ שְּ  Hos 9:7 1  מ 
לּות בְּ שַ – נ  ח  ָעוַֺןכ   1 1QS X,22 
ע ג   4Q431 2,5 1  נֶּ
ל  Ezek 28:18 1  ָעוֶּ
ָלה וְּ  Isa 59:3 1  ע 
 Ps 90:8 1  ָעלּום
ָצה  Ps 106:43 1  עֵׁ
ָוה רְּ  11Q19 LVIII,17 1  עֶּ
 
 
331 Manuscript A 2v7. 
332 Manuscript C 3r9. 
333 Samaritan Pentateuch. 




Lexeme Association No. Location 
 Isa 40:2 1  ָצָבא
ֲעָלַל ַמ   1QIsaa I,19 1  רֹע 
ַע ש   Jer 14:20 1  רֶּ
א  Isa 59:3 1  ָשוְּ
קּוץ שַָעוַֺן – שִּ ח   1QS X,22 1 כ 
ַר קֶּ  Isa 59:3 1  שֶּ
 Isa 59:3 1  ֹּתהּו
 *1QHa IX,24 1  ּתֹוָעה
Table 3.26. ָעוַֺן in Associations of Opposition 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ָדָקה  Ps 69:28; Sir 3:15; 1QS I,23; 1QHa XII,30 4  צְּ
 טֹוב





ק דֶּ  Isa 59:3; Dan 9:24 2  צֶּ
ים  Sam 22:24; Ps 18:24 2 2  ָּתמִּ
 Isa 59:3 1  ֱאמּוָנה
ְך  Job 33:9 1  ז 
ן תַָעוַֺן – חֵׁ אֵׁ שְּ  Sir 4:21 1 מ 
ים ֲחמִּ יַר  דֵׁ סְּ  1QS I,23 1  ח 
ף  Job 33:9 1  ח 
 Sam 16:12 2 1  טֹוָבה
תַָעוַֺן – ָכבֹוד אֵׁ שְּ  Sir 4:21 1 מ 
י  Sam 14:9 2 1  ָנקִּ
יָחַה לִּ  Ps 130:3 1  סְּ
ַש יַקֹדֶּ רִּ שַָעוַֺן – פְּ ח   1QS X,22 1 כ 
3.2.8.1 Observations 
 iniquity) occurs primarily in associations of similarity (94.8% vs. 11.9%). Its most) ָעוֺן
frequent associate is ָטאת  appears in one or ָעוֺן sin) which occurs 41.4% of the time that) ח 
more association of similarity or opposition. Its next most frequent is ֶַּעפ ש   (transgression) 
which occurs 23.3% of the time. Other words in frequent associations of similarity in order 
of frequency are: א טְּ ָמה ;(sin) חֵׁ שְּ ע ;(evil) ָרָעה ;(guilt) א  ָטָאה ;(blood) ָדם ;(bad) ר   sin); and) ח 
ָדה  impurity). Some words co-occurred in construct phrases. Effort was made to group) נִּ
them according to the semantic head of the phrase. However, it is possible that ָאַה מְּ  ט 
(impurity) should be added to the above list.335 
The four most frequent associates of ָעוֺן are not frequent associates of ע  However, the two .ר 
most frequent associates of ָטאת ,ָעוֺן ע and ח  ש   were found in §3.2.4 to be frequent ,פֶּ
associates of ָרָעה. In addition, two frequent associates of ע  do appear in the list. This might ר 
suggest a weaker connection to ע  .and will need further analysis ר 
 
 




Words in associations of similarity with ָעוֺן that did not appear in the frequent associates 
of ע ע but were associated with ,ר  ָטאת :at least once include ר  ע ;ח  ש  ָמַה and ;פֶּ שְּ  These will .א 
be analysed in the second round of analysis. 
 (famine) ָרָעב  3.2.9
 occurs 64 times ָרָעב ,occurs 112 times in the analysed texts [102;336 0; 5; 0; 5]. In total ָרָעב
(58%)337 with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations 
by corpus is shown in Table 3.27 below. Tables 3.28 and 3.29 show the semantic associations 
of similarity and opposition respectively. 
Table 3.27. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations with ָרָעַב 
by Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 53 91.4 8 13.8 58 
Ben Sira 0 - 0 - 0 
Judean Desert 5 100.0 0 0.0 5 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 1 100.0 0 0.0 0 
Total 59 92.2 8 12.5 64 
Table 3.28. ָרָעב in Associations of Similarity 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ב רֶּ  ;Deut 32:24; Isa 51:19; Jer 5:12; 11:22; 14:12, 13, 15 (x2), 16, 18 48  חֶּ
15:2; 16:4; 18:21; 21:7, 9; 24:10; 27:8, 13; 29:17, 18; 32:34, 36; 
34:17; 38:2; 42:16, 17, 22; 44:12 (x2), 13, 18, 27; Ezek 5:12, 17; 
6:11, 12; 7:15 (x2); 12:16; 14:13, 21; Lam 4:9; 1 Chr 21:12; 2 Chr 
20:9; 4Q162 II, 1; 4Q171 1-2ii1; 4Q504 1-2iii8*; m. ʾAbot 5:8 
ר בֶּ  ,Sam 24:13; 1 Kgs 8:37; Jer 14:12; 21:7, 9; 24:10; 27:8, 13; 29:17 2 33  דֶּ
18; 32:34, 36; 34:17; 38:2; 42:17, 22; 44:13; Ezek 5:12, 17; 6:11, 12; 
7:15 (x2); 12:16; 14:13, 21; 1 Chr 21:12; 2 Chr 6:28; 20:9; 4Q171 1-
2ii1; 1+3-4iii4; 4Q504 1-2iii8; m. ʾAbot 5:8 
 Deut 32:24; Jer 5:12; 11:22; 42:17; 44:18; Ezek 6:11; 14:21; 2 Chr 8  ָרָעה
20:9 
 Deut 28:48; Isa 5:13; Amos 8:11; Neh 9:15; 2 Chr 32:11; 4Q504 6  ָצָמא
1-2iii8 
ַץ רֶּ תַאֶּ י   ח 




Ezek 5:17; 14:13, 21; m. ʾAbot 5:8 
 Job 5:20; 2 Chr 20:9; 4Q166 II,12 3  ָצָרה
ה בֶּ רְּ  Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 1 2  א 
יַל  Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 1 2  ָחסִּ
ָרקֹון  Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 1 2  יֵׁ
ת  Jer 15:2; 18:21 2  ָמוֶּ
 
 
336 One occurrence was added: 4Q171 1+3-4iii2 [Psalm 37:19]. 




Lexeme Association No. Location 
ֲחָלה  Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 1 2  מ 
ע ג   Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 1 2  נֶּ
 Isa 51:19; Job 5:20 2  שֹד
ָדפֹון  Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 1 2  שִּ
 ʾAbot 5:8 1  ָּגלּוַת
 Ezek 5:17 1  ָדם
ַע יַר  לִּ  4Q504 1-2iii8 1  ח 
ַר  Deut 28:48 1  חֹסֶּ
ץ  Deut 32:24 1  חֵׁ
 Job 5:20 1  ָכָפן
ָחָמה לְּ  Job 5:20 1  מִּ
ירֹם  Deut 28:48 1  עֵׁ
 4Q166 II, 12 1  ָערֹום
ב טֶּ  Deut 32:24 1  קֶּ
ף שֶּ  Deut 32:24 1  רֶּ
י בִּ  Jer 15:2 1  שְּ
ר בֶּ  Isa 51:19 1  שֶּ
Table 3.29. ָרָעב in Associations of Opposition 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
 Gen 41:30 (x2), 31, 36, 54 5  ָשָבע
 Gen 41:36; Jer 44:18 2  טֹוב
 Deut 28:48 1  טּוב
 Deut 28:48 1  רֹב
 Jer 14:13 1  ָשלֹום
ָחה מְּ  Deut 28:48 1  שִּ
3.2.9.1 Observations 
 famine) occurs primarily in associations of similarity (92.2% vs. 12.5%). It had one) ָרָעב
frequent association of opposition, ָשָבע (abundance), which occurred exclusively in 
Genesis 41. Its strongest associations are with ב רֶּ ר sword) and) חֶּ בֶּ  plague). Out of the) דֶּ
remaining three frequent associations of similarity, two are shared with ב רֶּ  sword) and) חֶּ
ר בֶּ ָרָעה evil); and) ָרָעה :דֶּ ָיהַ  bad animal). The remaining frequent associations of) ח 
similarity are ָצָמא (thirst) and ָצָרה (distress). ָצָמַא co-occurs once with ַ ער   in the phrase 
ע יַר  לִּ ע occurs twice with ָצָרה .(bad sickness) ח   .ָרָעה and is also a frequent associate of ר 
Both will be considered in the second round of analysis.  
 (violence) ָחָמס  3.2.10
 occurs 51 times ָחָמס occurs 80 times in the analysed texts [61;338 10; 9; 0; 0]. In total ָחָמס
(65%)339 with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations 
by corpus is shown in Table 3.30 below. Tables 3.31 and 3.32 show the semantic associations 
of similarity and opposition respectively. 
 
 
338 One occurrence was added from the Judean Desert corpus: 1QIsaa XLVIII,19 [Isaiah 59:7]. 




Table 3.30. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ָחָמס by 
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 37 90.2 9 22.0 41 
Ben Sira 3 60.0 3 60.0 5 
Judean Desert 4 80.0 3 60.0 5 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 0 - 0 - 0 
Total 44 86.3 15 29.4 51 
Table 3.31. ָחָמַס in Associations of Similarity 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
 1QIsaa XLVIII,19; Isa 60:18; Jer 6:7; 20:8; Ezek 45:9; Amos 8  שֹד
3:10; Hab 1:3; 2:17 
 ָדם
ָפטַָדם שְּ  מִּ
 4 
1 
Judg 9:24; Jer 51:35; Hab 2:8, 17 
Ezek 7:23 
ן  ָאוֶּ
ַן תַָאוֶּ בֶּ שֶּ חְּ  מ 
 3 
1 
Isa 59:6; Hab 1:3; Ps 55:10 
1QIsaa XLVIII,19 
ע  ר 
ַע  יֹוםַר 
 ָחָמַס –
תַ – בֶּ ָחָמַסשֶּ  
3 
1 
Isa 59:6; Jonah 3:8; Ps 140:2 
Amos 6:3340 
ַר קֶּ  Deut 19:16; Mic 6:12; 11Q5 XXII,6; 11Q19 LXI,7 4  שֶּ
ב  ָחָמַס – אֹויֵׁ
ישַָחָמַס –  אִּ
1 
2 
2 Sam 22:3 
2 Sam 22:49; Ps 18:49 
ץ ישַָחָמַס – לֵׁ  Prov 3:31; Sir 32:17, 18 3 אִּ
ָמה רְּ  Isa 53:9; Zeph 1:9; Ps 55:10 3  מִּ
 Hab 1:3; Ps 7:17; 55:10 3  ָעָמל
– ָרָשַע בַָחָמסַַ אֹוהֵׁ  




Ps 140:5; Prov 3:31 
ָלה וְּ  Ezek 28:16; Ps 58:3 2  ע 
ישַָחָמַס – ָקם  Sam 22:49; Ps 18:49 2 2 אִּ
יב  Hab 1:3; Ps 55:10 2  רִּ
ר בֶּ  1QIsaa XLVIII,19; Isa 60:18 2  שֶּ
א  *Exod 23:1; 1QHa XIV,8 2  ָשוְּ
 Ps 55:10; 72:14 2  ֹּתְַך
ישַָלשֹוַן  Ps 140:12 1  אִּ
ַל ע  י  לִּ  Prov 16:29 1  בְּ
ֲאָוַה  Ps 73:6 1  ּג 
ד  Sir 32:18 1  זֵׁ
י לִּ  Jer 6:7 1  ח 
ף  Sir 40:15 1  ָחנֵׁ
 Ps 58:3 1  ָכָזב
יַל סִּ  Prov 3:31 1  כְּ
 Hab 1:3 1  ָמדֹון
ָכה  Jer 6:7 1  מ 
 Prov 3:31 1  ָנלֹוז
 
 




Lexeme Association No. Location 
ָּגַן רְּ  Prov 13:2 1  נִּ
ל  11Q5 XXII,6 1  ָעוֶּ
ם ישַָחָמַס – ע   1QpHab VIII,11 1 אִּ
ם יִּ ינ  הַעֵׁ  Prov 16:29 1  עֹוצֶּ
ַק  Jer 6:7 1  עֹשֶּ
ם יִּ ָפת  ץַשְּ  Prov 16:29 1  קֹורֵׁ
ָיַה מִּ  Mic 6:12 1  רְּ
 Jer 6:7 1  ָרָעה
ַע ש   Prov 4:17 1  רֶּ
ָכַה פ  הְּ  Prov 13:2 1  ּת 
Table 3.32. ָחָמַס in Associations of Opposition 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ד סֶּ  Sir 49:3; 4Q372 1,19; 11Q5 XXII,6 3  חֶּ
ָפַט שְּ  1QIsaa XLVIII,19; Ezek 45:9; Job 19:7 3  מִּ
 Prov 3:31; Sir 32:17 2  ָחָכם
יק דִּ  Ps 11:5; Prov 3:31 2  צ 
ת מֶּ  4Q372 1,19 1  אֶּ
יַל כִּ שְּ לַמ   Sir 10:23 1  ד 
ְך  Job 16:17 1  ז 
ים יִּ  Prov 10:11 1  ח 
 Prov 13:2 1  טֹוב
ַר ש   Prov 3:31 1  י 
יַד הַָחסִּ ֲעשֵׁ  11Q5 XXII,6 1  מ 
ַי  Prov 3:31 1  ָענִּ
ָדָקה  Ezek 45:9 1  צְּ
ש  *1QHa XIV,8 1  קֹדֶּ
ים ֲחמִּ  4Q372 1,19 1  ר 
 1QIsaa XLVIII,19 1  ָשלֹום
ים  Ezek 28:15 1  ָּתמִּ
3.2.10.1 Observations 
 violence) occurs primarily in associations of similarity (86.3% vs. 29.4%), although) ָחָמַס
this is driven by a strong bias in the Hebrew Bible corpus. Out of its nine most frequent 
associates, one is ע ע bad) and four are frequent associates of) ר  ן ;(blood) ָדַם :ר   ;(villainy) ָאוֶּ
ָמה רְּ  שֹד was ָחָמס wicked). The most frequent associate of) ָרָשע deceit); and) מִּ
(destruction). שֹד occurs once as an associate of ע  and so will be analysed in the second ר 
round. Out of the remaining four frequent associates of ָחָמס, none were frequent associates 
of ע ן but three were frequent associates of ,ר  ץ ,and one ָאוֶּ  scoffer) was a frequent) לֵׁ
associate of ָרָשע. The three that are frequent associates of ן  also occur at least once with ָאוֶּ






ָבה 3.2.11  (abomination) ּתֹועֵׁ
ָבַה ָבַה occurs 136 times in the analysed texts [117; 4; 15; 0; 0341]. In total ּתֹועֵׁ  occurs 43 ּתֹועֵׁ
times (32%)342 with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic 
associations by corpus is shown in Table 3.33 below. Tables 3.34 and 3.35 show the semantic 
associations of similarity and opposition respectively. 
Table 3.33. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ָבה  by ּתֹועֵׁ
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 32 84.2 8 21.1 38 
Ben Sira 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 
Judean Desert 4 80.0 2 40.0 5 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 0 - 0 - 0 
Total 37 84.1 10 22.7 44 
Table 3.34. ָבַה  in Associations of Similarity ּתֹועֵׁ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ְך רֶּ  Ezek 7:3, 4, 8, 9; 16:47; 18:24 6  דֶּ
ָמה  Lev 18:22; 20:13; Ezek 16:43, 58; 22:11; 11Q19 LXVI,14 6  זִּ
 Jer 7:10; 44:4; Ezek 6:9; 16:22; Sir 15:13 5  ָרָעה
ּקּוץ  שִּ
ּקּוַץ תַשִּ ל  בְּ  נִּ
 4 
1 
Ezek 5:11; 7:20; 11:18, 21 
Jer 16:18 
ָטאת  Ezek 16:51 (x2); 18:14, 24 4  ח 
ע  ר 
ַע  ָדָברַר 








ָדַה ְךַנִּ רֶּ  דֶּ
ָבה –  ּתֹועֵׁ





 Ezek 36:31; 44:12 2  ָעוֺן
ַע ש  ָבה – פֶּ  ּתֹועֵׁ





א ַש – ָשנֵׁ פֶּ תַנֶּ ב   *Prov 6:16; 4Q418 81+81a,2 2 ּתֹועֵׁ
ל בֶּ  Lev 18:22; 20:13 2  ּתֵׁ
ת לֶּ ּוֶּ ָבַה – אִּ הַּתֹועֵׁ ֲעשֵׁ  1QS IV,10 1 מ 
ַל ע  תַמ  מ  שְּ  1QHa XIX,14 1  א 
ָוַה  1QS IV,10 1  ּגֵׁ
ּלּוַל  Ezek 14:6 1  ּגִּ
 Deut 32:16 1  ָזר
ף ָבַה – חֹנֶּ הַּתֹועֵׁ ֲעשֵׁ  1QS IV,10 1 מ 
ד סֶּ  Lev 20:13 1  חֶּ
ן דַֹאזֶּ ָבַה – כֹבֶּ הַּתֹועֵׁ ֲעשֵׁ  1QS IV,10 1 מ 
 
 
341 There were three occurrences in the Mishnah, but they were all quotes and so were removed. 




Lexeme Association No. Location 
ַב דַלֵׁ ָבַה – כֹבֶּ הַּתֹועֵׁ ֲעשֵׁ  1QS IV,10 1 מ 
ַש ח   1QS IV,10 1  כ 
ָמַה לִּ  Ezek 44:13 1  כְּ
דּוף שֹוןַּגִּ ָבַה – לְּ הַּתֹועֵׁ ֲעשֵׁ  1QS IV,10 1 מ 
ל ע   Ezek 18:24 1  מ 
ל  Ezek 18:24 1  ָעוֶּ
ָּורֹוןַ םעִּ יִּ ינ  עֵׁ ָבַה –  הַּתֹועֵׁ ֲעשֵׁ  1QS IV,10 1 מ 
תַָזדֹון א  נְּ ָבַה – קִּ הַּתֹועֵׁ ֲעשֵׁ  1QS IV,10 1 מ 
ם יִּ פ  רַא  ָבַה – קֹצֶּ הַּתֹועֵׁ ֲעשֵׁ  1QS IV,10 1 מ 
ַף יַעֹרֶּ שִּ ָבַה – קְּ הַּתֹועֵׁ ֲעשֵׁ  1QS IV,10 1 מ 
י ָזרִּ כְּ ָיהַא  מִּ  1QS IV,10 1  רְּ
ֲעָלַל ַמ   Jer 44:22 1  רֹע 
ַע ש   1QS IV,10 1  רֶּ
ַר קֶּ  1QS IV,10 1  שֶּ
נּות זְּ  Ezek 16:22 1  ּת 
Table 3.35. ָבה  in Associations of Opposition ּתֹועֵׁ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
 Prov 11:1, 20; 12:22; 15:8; CD XI,21 6  ָרצֹון
 טֹוב
ֲעָללַטֹוַב  מ 
 2 
1 
Prov 20:23; 1QS IV,10 
Ezek 36:31 
ם יִּ פ  ְךַא   1QS IV,10 1  ֹארֶּ
יָנַה  1QS IV,10 1  בִּ
ת ע   1QS IV,10 1  ד 
ָמה  1QS IV,10 1  ָחכְּ
 Prov 15:26 1  ָטהֹור
רַָסמּוְַך צֶּ  1QS IV,10 1  יֵׁ
ַש תַקֹדֶּ בֶּ שֶּ חְּ  1QS IV,10 1  מ 
 1QS IV,10 1  ֲעָנָוה
ָדָקה  Ezek 18:24 1  צְּ
ַק דֶּ טַצֶּ פ  שְּ תַמִּ א  נְּ  1QS IV,10 1  קִּ
ים ֲחמִּ  1QS IV,10 1  ר 
ַל כֶּ  1QS IV,10 1  שֶּ
3.2.11.1 Observations 
ָבה  abomination) primarily occurs in associations of similarity (84.1% vs. 22.7%). One) ּתֹועֵׁ
of its strongest associations is one of opposition, with ָרצֹון (will). The other two are of 
similarity, ְך רֶּ ָמה way) and) דֶּ ְך .(wickedness) זִּ רֶּ  represents an anomaly as a result of the דֶּ
methodology (see §3.2.11.2 below). ָבה ע shows some association with ּתֹועֵׁ  through its ר 
association with the word itself and with ָרָעה (evil). Its other frequent associates are: ּקּוַץ  שִּ
(detestable thing); and ָטאת ָמהזִַּ sin). Both) ח   and ָטאַת ע occur in association with ח   at ר 





3.2.11.2 Anomaly: ֶדֶרך (way) 
There is some clear evidence which points to the exclusion of ְך רֶּ  from further analysis: it דֶּ
can be modified by both ע  good).343 An example text can) טֹוב bad) and by its antonym) ר 
demonstrate how this word made its way into the frequent associations of ָבה  .ּתֹועֵׁ
3.14. Ezekiel 7:3b 
יְךַכִַּ ֖ ּתִּ טְּ פ  ָרָכַָּ֑ושְּ תַָכל־דְּ ֖ ְךַאֵׁ יִּ יַָעל ַ֔ ֣ ּתִּ ָנת  ְךַוְּ יִַּיִּ ְַךּתֹוֲעבָֹתִֽ  
I will judge you according to your ways and I will bring upon you all your 
abominations. 
In example 3.13 the two words are in semantic parallel. However, a negative sense is 
imposed on ְך רֶּ  way) through the discourse. Immediately preceding this verse the LORD) דֶּ
is pronouncing through Ezekiel the coming judgement in response to the ּתֹוֲעבֹותַָרעֹות (evil 
abominations) of Israel (Ezek 6:11). The semantic parallel can occur then because ְך רֶּ  can דֶּ
be modified through discourse context. This conclusion can be confirmed through 
examining the other texts where ְך רֶּ  stands alone in parallel and through examining the דֶּ
following verse where it does not. 
3.15. Ezekiel 36:31 
ת־ ַאֶּ םֵ֙ ּתֶּ רְּ כ  יּוזְּ כֵׁ רְּ םַָהַד  ֣ יםכֶּ לַַָרעִַּ֔ ֵ֚ םַע  יכֶַּ֔ נֵׁ פְּ ַבִּ םֵ֙ טֹתֶּ קִֹֽ יםַּונְּ ָ֑ א־טֹובִּ ִֹֽ רַל ֣ םֲַאשֶּ ֖ יכֶּ לֵׁ לְּ ע  ּומ 
ל ֖ ע  םַוְּ יכֶַּ֔ תֵׁ ַיֲַעֹוֹנ֣ ֹותֵׁ םּתֹוֲעבִֽ ִֽ כֶּ  
You shall remember your bad ways and your deeds which were not good and 
you will be loathsome in your sight because of your iniquities and your 
abominations. 
In example 3.15 the preceding discourse is different to that of example 3.14. The prophecy 
is discussing how the people will be changed such that they live obedient lives (Ezek 36:27). 
Similarly, the use of ְך רֶּ ע has changed. Here the adjective דֶּ  is used to create a more specific ר 
reference. Instead of referring to ם יכֶּ כֵׁ רְּ ים your ways) the prophecy refers to) ד  םַָהָרעִּ יכֶּ כֵׁ רְּ  ד 
(your bad ways). 
ַיַעל  3.2.12  (worthlessness) ְבלִּ
ל ע  י  לִּ ל ,occurs 72 times in the analysed texts [27; 1; 44; 0; 0]. In total בְּ ע  י  לִּ  occurs 33 times בְּ
(49%)344 with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations 
by corpus is shown in Table 3.36 below. Tables 3.37 and 3.38 show the semantic associations 




343 Examples include 1 Samuel 12:23 and 1 Kings 13:33. 




Table 3.36. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ל ע  י  לִּ  by בְּ
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 12 92.3 1 7.7 13 
Ben Sira 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 
Judean Desert 8 42.1 13 68.4 19 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 0 - 0 - 0 
Total 21 63.6 14 42.4 33 
Table 3.37. ַל ע  י  לִּ  in Associations of Similarity בְּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ת  Sam 22:5; Ps 18:5; 1QHa XI,30 2 3  ָמוֶּ
ע ַל – ר  ע  י  לִּ  בְּ
ל – ע  י  לִּ ישַבְּ   אִּ




1 Sam 30:22 
Sir 11:32 
Ps 101:3 
ַל – ָרָעה ע  י  לִּ  בְּ
ַל – ע  י  לִּ רַבְּ ב   דְּ
2 
1 
Nah 1:11; 4Q398 14-17ii5* 
Ps 41:9 
ַל – ָרָשַע ע  י  לִּ  בְּ
ַל – ע  י  לִּ ישַבְּ  אִּ
2 
1 
Job 34:18; Prov 19:28 
Sir 11:32 
 1QS X,21; 1QHa XII,11 2  ָכָזב
ב ַל – אֹויֵׁ ע  י  לִּ דּודַבְּ  1QM XI,8 1 ּגְּ
ן  Prov 6:12 1  ָאוֶּ
 Sam 16:7 2 1  ָדם
 Prov 16:27 1  ָחָמס
ְַך  1QM I,1 1  חֹשֶּ
שַָעֹוַן ח   1QS X,21 1  כ 
יַל סִּ ַל – כְּ ע  י  לִּ דַבְּ  Prov 19:28 1 עֵׁ
ַש ּקֵׁ ָבבַעִּ ַל – לֵׁ ע  י  לִּ רַבְּ ב   Ps 101:3 1 דְּ
ץ ַל – לֵׁ ע  י  לִּ דַבְּ  Prov 19:28 1 עֵׁ
ָמה רְּ  1QS X,21 1  מִּ
לּות בְּ  1QS X,21 1  נ 
ֱעָזַב  1QHa XI,29 1  נֶּ
ָלם עְּ  1QHa XI,29 1  נֶּ
ָּגַן רְּ  Prov 16:27 1  נִּ
ם יִּ ינ  הַעֵׁ  Prov 16:27 1  עֹוצֶּ
ים טִּ ַל – ֲעשֹהַסֵׁ ע  י  לִּ רַבְּ ב   Ps 101:3 1 דְּ
ם יִּ ָפת  ץַשְּ  Prov 16:27 1  קֹורֵׁ
יק  Chr 13:7 2 1  רֵׁ
ַל בֶּ תַּגֹויַהֶּ ע  בְּ דּודַ – שִּ ַלּגְּ ע  י  לִּ בְּ  1 1QM XI,8 
א  *1QHa X,24 1  ָשוְּ
קּוץ  1QS X,21 1  שִּ






Table 3.38. ַל ע  י  לִּ  in Associations of Opposition בְּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ל  אֵׁ
ַל ָראֵׁ שְּ לַיִּ  אֵׁ
 6 
2 
1QS I,18; II,5; 1QM I,5; IV,2; XVIII,1; 1QHa XII,14 
1QM XIII,2;* XIII,4 
 1QM I,1; I,13 2  אֹור
ים רַָהאֹורִּ  ש 





ל יִּ ַל – ח  ע  י  לִּ יַבְּ נֵׁ  Sam 10:27 1 1 בְּ
ַש יַקֹדֶּ רִּ  1QS X,21 1  פְּ
3.2.12.1 Observations 
ַיַעל  worthlessness) shows a bias towards associations of similarity (63.6% vs. 42.4%). Its) ְבלִּ
associations of opposition are driven by the Qumran sectarian texts where it is a frequent 
associate of ל  light) or variations of these. These uses align with the common) אֹור ,(God) אֵׁ
use of ַיַעל  to refer to a personification or angel of evil in sectarian texts.345 ְבלִּ
In other uses of ַיַעל ע it associates frequently with ,ְבלִּ ע and three frequent associates of ר   :ר 
 appear more in line with the ָמֶות wicked). The uses with) ָרָשע evil); and) ָרָעה ;(death) ָמֶות
association of ָמֶות with אֹול ַיַעל Sheol). In these uses) שְּ  :may refer to the place of the dead ְבלִּ
3.16. 2 Samuel 22:5 
י־ רֵׁ בְּ שְּ יַמִּ נִּ ֖ יֲַאָפפ  ֶ֥ תכִּ וֶּ יַַָמָ֑ ֶ֥ ֲחלֵׁ לַנ  ֖ע  י  לִּ ַיבְּ נִּ ִֽ ֲעת  ב  יְּ  
For the waves of death have surrounded me and the torrents of Belial346 terrify 
me. 
Despite this, the associations with ע  indicate that the non-personified use ָרָשע and ,ָרָעה ,ר 
should be considered within the semantic domains of ע  .ר 
 (blood) ָדם 3.2.13
 occurs 74 times ָדַם ,occurs 757 times in the analysed texts [363;347 7; 54; 0; 333]. In total ָדם
(10%)348 with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations 
by corpus is shown in Table 3.39 below. Tables 3.40 and 3.41 show the semantic associations 




345 Corrado Martone, ‘Evil or Devil? Belial Between the Bible and Qumran’, Henoch 26 (2004): 115–27. 
346 DCH also lists 2 Samuel 22:5 with the personified uses. 
347 Two occurrences were added from the Samaritan Pentateuch: Exodus 7:18; and Leviticus 4:17. One 
occurrence was added from the Judean Desert corpus: 1QIsaa I, 18 = Isaiah 1:15. 




Table 3.39. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ָדם by 
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 58 96.7 4 6.7 60 
Ben Sira 3 100.0 0 0.0 3 
Judean Desert 6 100.0 0 0.0 6 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 5 100.0 0 0.0 5 
Total 72 97.3 4 5.4 74 
Table 3.40. ָדַם in Associations of Similarity 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
 Deut 12:27 (x2); 32:42; Isa 49:26; Ezek 39:18, 19; Ps 50:13; Sir 13  ָבָשר
14:18; m. Naz. 9:5 (x2); m. Soṭah 8:1; m. Menaḥ. 2:1; m. Parah 
4:3 
ב לֶּ  Exod 23:18; Lev 3:17; 7:26; 2 Sam 1:22; Isa 34:6 (x2), 7; Ezek 11  חֵׁ
39:19; CD IV,2; 4Q270 1aii1; 11Q19 XVI,15 
ש פֶּ  ָדם – נֶּ
 




Gen 9:4, 5; Lev 17:14 (x2); Deut 12:23; Ezek 22:27; Prov 1:18; 
11Q19 LIII,6 
Deut 27:25 
 Judg 9:24; Jer 51:35; Ezek 7:23; Hab 2:8, 17 5  ָחָמס
ר בֶּ  *Ezek 5:17; 28:23; 38:22; Sir 40:9 4  דֶּ
ב רֶּ  Ezek 5:17; 14:19; 38:22; Sir 40:9 4  חֶּ
 Lev 20:16; 1QIsaa I, 18; Isa 59:3; Ezek 9:9 4  ָעוֺן
ן  Isa 59:3; Ps 5:7; 59:3 3  ָאוֶּ
ָלה וְּ  Isa 59:3; Mic 3:10; Hab 2:12 3  ע 
ש  Ezek 38:22; Joel 3:3 2  אֵׁ
ָמה רְּ  Ps 5:7; 55:24 2  מִּ
ע  Isa 33:15; 1QHa XV,6 2  ר 
ַ ֲעָלַלרֹע  מ   





 Sam 16:8; Sir 40:9 2 2  ָרָעה
ַר קֶּ  Isa 59:3; 1QpHab X,10 2  שֶּ
יַש ָּגבִּ לְּ ןַאֶּ בֶּ  Ezek 38:22 1  אֶּ
ב  Ps 59:3 1  אֹויֵׁ
ד גֶּ  Sir 39:26 1  בֶּ
ַל ע  י  לִּ ישַָדם – בְּ  Sam 16:7 2 1 אִּ
יַץ ןַָפרִּ ְךַָדם – בֶּ  Ezek 18:10 1 שֹופֵׁ
יַת רִּ  Ezek 38:22 1  ָּגפְּ
ַף םַשֹוטֵׁ שֶּ  Ezek 38:22 1  ּגֶּ
ש ב  ָנב – דְּ םַעֵׁ  Sir 39:26 1 ד 
רַָכָזב ישַָדם – דֹובֵׁ  Ps 5:7 1 אִּ
ין  Deut 17:8 1  דִּ
ַל  Ps 5:7 1  הֹולֵׁ
ָעָקה  Job 16:18 1  זְּ
ָטא ישַָדם – ח   Ps 26:9 1 אִּ
ָיהַָרָעַה  Ezek 5:17 1  ח 
ָנב – ָחָלב םַעֵׁ  Sir 39:26 1 ד 




Lexeme Association No. Location 
ַר ח  רְּ  Sir 40:9 1  ח 
ְַך  Joel 3:4 1  חֹשֶּ
ן יִּ ָנב – י  םַעֵׁ  Gen 49:11 1 ד 
ָהר צְּ  Sir 39:26 1  יִּ
חּום  Zeph 1:17 1  לְּ
ת  Sir 40:9 1  ָמוֶּ
ה טֶּ  Ezek 9:9 1  מ 
ם קֹמֵׁ תְּ  Ps 59:3 1  מִּ
ע ג   Deut 17:8 1  נֶּ
ַף ְךַָדם – נֹואֵׁ  Ezek 23:45 1 שֹופֵׁ
יַק דִּ שַצ  פֶּ ַי – נֶּ  Ps 79:10 1 ָדםַָנקִּ
 Isa 59:3 1  ָעָמל
ם צֶּ  *1QHa XIII,9 1  עֶּ
ישַָדם – ָער  Ps 139:19 1 אִּ
 Isa 4:4 1  צָֹאה
 Ezek 5:17 1  ָרָעב
ישַָדם – ָרָשַע  Ps 139:19 1 אִּ
ר בֶּ  Sir 40:9 1  שֶּ
 Sir 40:9 1  שֹד
א  Isa 59:3 1  ָשוְּ
ד  Isa 33:15 1  שֹח 
קּוץ  Zeph 9:7 1  שִּ
 Isa 59:3 1  ֹּתהּו
תַָעָשַן יָמר   Joel 3:3 1  ּתִּ
Table 3.41. ָדם in Associations of Opposition 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
 Isa 59:3 1  ֱאמּוָנה
ַר ש  ישַָדם – י   Prov 29:10 1 אִּ
יק דִּ ישַָדם – צ   Ps 55:24 1 אִּ
ק דֶּ  Isa 59:3 1  צֶּ
ישַָדם – ָּתם  Prov 29:10 1 אִּ
3.2.13.1 Observations 
 blood) occurs almost exclusively in associations of similarity (97.3% vs. 5.4%). It also) ָדם
shows an unusually low frequency of association compared to other words analysed so far. 
Its three most frequent associations, ָבָשר (flesh), ַב לֶּ פֶַּ fat), and) חֵׁ שנֶּ  (soul), do not occur in 
association with ע ָרָעה Furthermore, once occurrences of 349.ר  ָיהַ  bad animal) are) ח 
separated out from ע ע is only loosely connected to ָדם it appears that ר   Despite this, it .ר 
cannot be excluded from the domains of ע  as it contains frequent associations with five ר 
frequent associates of ע ר ;(violence) ָחָמס :ר  בֶּ ב ;(plague) דֶּ רֶּ ַן iniquity); and) ָעוֺן ;(sword) חֶּ  ָאוֶּ
(villainy). It seems likely that one or more polysemes of ָדם are within or related to the 
 
 
349 While ָבָשַר is found in some phrases associated with phrases containing ע ה it is parallel to ,ר  אֶּ רְּ  מ 




semantic domains of ע  while the polyseme that occurs most frequently in semantic ר 
associations is not. 
It has one frequent associate ָלה וְּ  injustice) which occurs at least once in association with) ע 
ע ן and is a frequent associate of ר  ָלה .ָאוֶּ וְּ  .will be analysed in the second round of analysis ע 
 (darkness) חֶֹשך 3.2.14
ְך ְך occurs 131 times in the analysed texts [85;350 1; 45; 0; 0]. In total חֹשֶּ  occurs 82 times חֹשֶּ
(65%)351 with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations 
by corpus is shown in Table 3.42 below. Tables 3.43 and 3.44 show the semantic associations 
of similarity and opposition respectively. 
Table 3.42. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ְך  by חֹשֶּ
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 38 65.5 35 60.3 58 
Ben Sira 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 
Judean Desert 6 25.1 20 87.0 23 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 0 - 0 - 0 
Total 45 54.9 55 67.1 82 
Table 3.43. ְך  in Associations of Similarity חֹשֶּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ַת ָמוֶּ לְּ  Isa 9:1; Ps 107:10, 14; Job 3:5; 10:21; 12:22; 24:16; 28:3; 34:22 9  צ 
ָלַה  1QIsaa XXIII,29; Isa 58:10; 59:9; Joel 2:2; Zeph 1:15; 4Q392 1,4 6  ֲאפֵׁ
ַל  Isa 29:18; Amos 5:20; Job 10:21; 23:17; 28:3 5  ֹאפֶּ
ַל  Deut 4:11; Deut 5:22;352 Isa 60:2; Joel 2:2; Zeph 1:15 5  ֲעָרפֶּ
ָלַה יְּ  Ps 139:11, 12; Job 5:14; Job 17:12 4  ל 
 Deut 4:11; Deut 5:22;353 Joel 2:2; Zeph 1:15 4  ָעָנַן
ע ְַך – ר   חֹשֶּ
ְַך – ְךַחֹשֶּ רֶּ  דֶּ
2 
1 
Isa 5:20; 45:7 
Prov 2:13 
ְַך – ָאסּור בַחֹשֶּ  1QIsaa XXXV,17; Isa 49:9 2 יֹושֵׁ
ָמה שְּ  א 





דֹוַן  Ps 88:13 1  ֲאב 
לַָיגֹוַן בֶּ ְַך – אֵׁ תַחֹשֶּ  1QS IV, 13 1 הֹו 
 
 
350 Three occurrences were added from the Judean Desert corpus: 1QIsaa XXIII,29 [Isaiah 29:18]; 1QIsaa 
XXXVIII,12 [Isaiah 45:7]; 11Q5 XX,4 [Psalm 139:12]. One occurrence was added from the Samaritan Pentateuch 
and multiple Judean Desert manuscripts: Deuteronomy 5:22 [Deuteronomy 5:19 SP]; 4Q41 V,2; 4Q129 1,10; XQ2 
I,1. 
351 Four occurrences were eliminated under the conditions specified in §3.1.1.1. 
352 Variant in multiple manuscripts: 4Q41 V,2; 4Q129 1,10; XQ2 I,1; Deut 5:19 (SP). 




Lexeme Association No. Location 
יר ּסִּ ְַך – א  בַחֹשֶּ  Isa 42:7 1 יֹושֵׁ
ַל ע  י  לִּ  1QM I,1 1  בְּ
 Joel 3:4 1  ָדם
ּקֹוַת ל  קְּ  Ps 35:6 1  ֲחל 
ָכַה  Ps 139:12 1  ֲחשֵׁ
יַר רִּ מְּ  Job 3:5 1  כ 
ָּתַר סְּ  Isa 45:3 1  מִּ
צּוָקה  Zeph 1:15 1  מְּ
ר  Isa 5:20 1  מ 
שֹוָאה  Zeph 1:15 1  מְּ
ָיה שִּ  Ps 88:13 1  נְּ
ַר תֶּ ְַך – סֵׁ ץַחֹשֶּ רֶּ  Isa 45:19 1 אֶּ
ַק ח  בַש   Sam 22:12 2 1  ע 
יָפה  Job 10:21 1  עֵׁ
 Job 3:5 1  ֲעָנָנַה
ַ תַרֹע  מ  ְַך – ָערְּ ְךַחֹשֶּ רֶּ  1QS IV,11 1 דֶּ
ר  Isa 5:30 1  צ 
 Zeph 1:15 1  ָצָרה
ר בֶּ  Ps 88:13 1  קֶּ
תַָמרֹוַר תַ – ָרע  ְַךהֹו  חֹשֶּ  1 1QS IV,13 
אֹוַל  Job 17:13 1  שְּ
 Zeph 1:15 1  שֹוָאה
לּוַת כְּ  *Sir 11:16 1  שִּ
Table 3.44. ְך  in Associations of Opposition חֹשֶּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
 ;Gen 1:4, 5, 18; Exod 10:22; Isa 5:20, 30; 9:1; 45:7; 58:10; 59:9 47  אֹור
60:2; Ezek 32:8; Amos 5:18, 20; Mic 7:8; Ps 112:4; 139:11; 11Q5 
XX,4; Job 12:22, 25; 17:12; 18:18; 26:10; 29:3; 38:19; Eccl 2:13; 
11:8; Lam 3:2; 1QS I,10; III,3; III,19; III,25; X,2; 1QM I,1; I,10; I,11; 
XIII,5; XIII,15; 1QHa XVII,26; XX,9; XXI,15; 1Q27 1i5*; 4Q392 
1,4; 1,6; 4Q462 1,10; 11Q11 V,7; 11Q17 X,5 
 Ps 139:12; Job 5:14; 17:12; 24:16 4  יֹום
ת מֶּ  1QS III,21; 1QM XIII,15 2  אֶּ
 Isa 5:20; 1QIsaa XXXVIII,12 2  טֹוב
ר  Ps 18:29; Job 29:3 2  נֵׁ
ם יִּ ר   Isa 58:10; Job 5:14 2  ָצה 
 Ps 139:12 1  אֹוָרה
ַר ְַך – יֹשֶּ ְךַחֹשֶּ רֶּ  Prov 2:13 1 דֶּ
 Isa 5:20 1  ָמתֹוק
ּה  Amos 5:20 1  ֹנג 
ֹגָהַּה  Isa 59:9 1  נְּ
ָהָרה  Job 3:4 1  נְּ
ָדָקה  11Q11 V,7 1  צְּ
 Isa 45:7 1  ָשלֹום
3.2.14.1 Observations 
ְך  darkness) occurs fairly evenly in associations of similarity and opposition in the) חֹשֶּ
Hebrew Bible corpus (65.5% vs. 60.3%). However, in the Judean Desert corpus there is a 




of similarity with ְך ת :are חֹשֶּ ָמוֶּ לְּ ָלה ;(deep darkness) צ  ל ;(darkness) ֲאפֵׁ ל ;(darkness) ֹאפֶּ  ֲעָרפֶּ
(thick cloud); ָלה יְּ ע cloud); and) ָעָנן ;(night) ל   .ר 
ְך ע shares no frequent associations of similarity with חֹשֶּ  bad) despite appearing three) ר 
times in an association of similarity with ע  itself. The evidence points to an active ר 
metaphor as opposed to words that share a semantic domain. This can be highlighted 
further by examining two of the times ְך ע occurs in an association of similarity with חֹשֶּ  .ר 
3.17. Isaiah 5:20 
יםַלַָ ֶ֥ רִּ ע֣הֹויַָהֹאמְּ ֶ֛ לַ ֖טֹובַַר  עַַ֣טֹוַבוְּ יםַָרָ֑ ְךַָשמִֹּ֨ שֶּ ַלְַּחֹֹ֤ ְךלְַַּ֣אֹורוְַּאֹורֵ֙ שֶּ ָמ֖תֹוקַַחַֹ֔ רַלְּ ֶ֛ יםַמ  ֶ֥ ָשמִּ
ר ָמִֽ ֹוקַלְּ  ּוָמתֶ֥
Woe to those who call bad good and good bad, who change darkness to light 
and light to darkness, who change bitter to sweet and sweet to bitter! 
3.18. Isaiah 45:7 
רַ ֶ֥ ַיֹוצֵׁ אַאֹורֵ֙ ֣ ְךַּובֹורֵׁ שֶּ הַחַֹ֔ ֶ֥ אַָש֖לֹוםַעֹשֶּ עַּו֣בֹורֵׁ ַהָרָ֑ ּלֶּ ִֽ הַָכל־אֵׁ ֶ֥ הָו֖הַֹעשֶּ יַיְּ ֶ֥ ֲאנִּ  
 [I] form light and create darkness, make peace, and create bad; I the LORD 
make all these. 
In examples 3.17-3.18, the pairs are similar to each other with respect to their opposition. 
That is, the most prominent similarity between ְך ע and חֹשֶּ  is the way they oppose the ר 
terms light and good/peace respectively.354 
Although there are no examples of ְך ע and חֹשֶּ  in an association of similarity in the Judean ר 
Desert corpus, there is an example from that corpus which suggests the metaphor may still 
be active. 
3.19. 1Q27 1i5b-6 
מפני]ח[ושךַכגלותַהצדקַמפניַהרשעַוגלהַ  
 אור
… and wickedness disappears from before righteousness as [da]rkness 
disappears from before light. 
Example 3.19 functions in a similar way to examples 3.17-3.18. The similarity between the 
terms is seen in their oppositions. Therefore, despite the frequency of phrases such as ַי נֵׁ בְּ
ְך  children of darkness) in the Judean Desert corpus, it seems likely from texts such as) חֹשֶּ
example 3.19, and the low frequency of association with terms associated with ע  that the ר 
metaphor is still active. Therefore, the evidence is in favour of ְך  being considered חֹשֶּ








ְרָמה 3.2.15  (deceit) מִּ
ָמה רְּ ָמה occurs 46 times in the analysed texts [39; 1; 6; 0; 0]. In total מִּ רְּ  occurs 32 times מִּ
(70%) with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations by 
corpus is shown in Table 3.45 below. Tables 3.46 and 3.47 show the semantic associations 
of similarity and opposition respectively. 
Table 3.45. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ָמה רְּ  by מִּ
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 20 80.0 9 36.0 25 
Ben Sira 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 
Judean Desert 5 83.3 2 33.3 6 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 0 - 0 - 0 
Total 26 81.3 11 34.4 32 
Table 3.46. ָמַה רְּ  in Associations of Similarity מִּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ן  ָאוֶּ
ַן יַָאוֶּ לֵׁ  פֹוע 
ָמה – רְּ  מִּ
ָמַה – רְּ ישַמִּ  אִּ
4 
1 
Ps 10:7; 36:4; 55:12; Job 15:35 
Ps 5:7 
ַר קֶּ  Ps 52:6; 109:2; Sir 51:6; 4Q169 3-4ii8 4  שֶּ
 Isa 53:9; Zeph 1:9; Ps 55:12 3  ָחָמס
 ָכָזב
רַָכָזב  דֹובֵׁ
ָמה – רְּ  מִּ
ָמַה – רְּ ישַמִּ  אִּ
2 
1 
1QS X,22; 4Q169 3-4ii8 
Ps 5:7 
 Ps 10:7; 55:12; Job 15:35 3  ָעָמל
ע  ר 
ַע  ָדָברַר 
 2 
1 
Ps 34:14; 52:6 
Jer 5:27 
 Ps 5:7; 55:12 2  ָדם
ַש ח   כ 





ָּוה  Ps 38:13; 52:6 2  ה 
ָיַה מִּ  Ps 52:6; 1QHa XII,21 2  רְּ
 Ps 50:19; 52:6 2  ָרָעה
א  Ps 24:4; Job 31:5 2  ָשוְּ
 Ps 10:7; 55:12 2  ֹּתְַך
ן בֶּ ןַָואֶּ בֶּ ָמַה – אֶּ רְּ יַמִּ נֵׁ  Prov 20:23 1 מֹאזְּ
 Ps 10:7 1  ָאָלה
ַל ע  י  לִּ  1QS X,22 1  בְּ
ע ל   Ps 52:6 1  בֶּ
 1QHa XII,21 1  הֹוָלַל
ָמה  Sir 51:6 1  זִּ
הַָּתעּוַת ָמַה – חֹוזֵׁ רְּ ישַמִּ  1QHa XII,21 1 אִּ
ַל ָמַה – חֹולֵׁ רְּ ישַמִּ  Ps 5:7 1 אִּ
 4Q185 1-2ii14 1  ָחָלַק
לּות בְּ  1QS X,22 1  נ 
ל כֶּ  1QpHab III,5 1  נֵׁ




Lexeme Association No. Location 
יב  Ps 55:12 1  רִּ
 Ps 109:2 1  ָרָשַע
ַע ש   Mic 6:11 1  רֶּ
ָאה נְּ  Ps 109:2 1  שִּ
קּוץ  1QS X,22 1  שִּ
Table 3.47. ָמַה רְּ  in Associations of Opposition מִּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
 Ps 34:14; 52:6 2  טֹוב
ק דֶּ  Ps 52:6; Prov 12:17 2  צֶּ
 Ps 34:14; 35:20 2  ָשלֹום
ָמַה לֵׁ ןַשְּ בֶּ  Prov 11:1 1  אֶּ
ם יִּ פ   4Q525 2ii+3,3 1  בֹרַכ 
ָפַט שְּ  Prov 12:5 1  מִּ
ַש יַקֹדֶּ רִּ  1QS X,22 1  פְּ
יק דִּ  Ps 55:24 1  צ 
ָחה מְּ  Prov 12:20 1  שִּ
ָמה  Job 31:5 1  ּת 
3.2.15.1 Observations 
ְרָמה  deceit) has a strong bias towards associations of similarity. All but one of its five) מִּ
frequent associates share some association with ע ן) and two ר   ;ָחָמס villainy; and ;ָאוֶּ
violence) are frequent associates of ע  It can be considered as within the semantic .ר 
domains of ע ע The three frequent associates that share some association with .ר  ר are  ר  קֶּ  שֶּ
(lie), ָכָזב (falsehood) and ָעָמל (trouble). They will be analysed in the second round. 
 (accuser/Satan) ָשָטן 3.2.16
 occurs five times ָשָטן occurs 31 times in the analysed texts [27; 0; 4; 0; 0]. In total ָשָטן
(17%)355 with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations 
by corpus is shown in Table 3.48 below. Tables 3.49 and 3.50 show the semantic 
associations of similarity and opposition respectively. 
Table 3.48. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ָשָטן by 
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 2 100.0 0 0.0 2 
Ben Sira 0 - 0 - 0 
Judean Desert 3 100.0 1 33.3 3 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 0 - 0 - 0 
Total 5 100.0 1 20.0 5 
 
 




Table 3.49. ָשָטן in Associations of Similarity 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ַע רַר  צֶּ  יֵׁ




1 Kgs 5:18; 4Q504 1-2iv12* 
אֹוב כְּ  11Q5 XIX,15 1  מ 
יַת חִּ שְּ  *1QHa XXIV,23 1  מ 
ָאַה מֵׁ ַטְּ  11Q5 XIX,15 1  רּוח 
 Ps 109:6 1  ָרָשַע
Table 3.50. ָשָטן in Associations of Opposition 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ָרָכה  4Q504 1-2iv12 1  בְּ
 4Q504 1-2iv12 1  ָשלֹום
3.2.16.1 Observations 
 accuser/Satan) rarely occurs with semantic associations. Due to its overall low) ָשָטַן
frequency of occurrence this causes problems in determining its status within the semantic 
domains of ע  It may be that its low frequency of association masks its participation in the .ר 
domain. In favour of this possibility is its one association with ָרָשע (wicked) which is a 
frequent associate of ע  is related in some important ָשָטַן It is likely, at the very least, that .ר 
way to ע ע It is be treated as related to, but not part of, the domains of .ָרָשע and ר   .ר 
3.2.17 Discussion: First Round 
In the first round of analysis ְך ת darkness) and) חֹשֶּ  death) were determined to be) ָמוֶּ
outwith the semantic domains of ע  ָשָטַן Additionally, it was decided to treat the rare term .ר 
(accuser/Satan) as a term outwith, but related to, the domains of ע  blood) has) ָדם .ר 
frequent and important associations which were not found with other terms frequently 
associated with ע  However, it seemed likely that this was based on the semantic .ר 
associations of different polysemes. 
In the case with ב רֶּ ב .sword) polysemy may also be an issue) חֶּ רֶּ  demonstrated a number חֶּ
of frequent associations not associated with other terms that are frequently associated with 
ע ב It seems likely that .ר  רֶּ  can, at minimum, refer to an implement (i.e. sword) and or the חֶּ
action commonly carried out with such an implement (i.e. war).356 
Another potential issue with the ב רֶּ  famine) triad of terms is that) ָרָעב – (plague) ֶדֶבר – חֶּ
their seemingly close association with ע ָיהַָרָעה is driven by the rare phrase ר   ;bad animal) ח 
[7; 0; 1; 0; 2]).357 However, ע יַר  לִּ  ָרָעה bad sickness) is also associated with the triad, and) ח 
 
 
356 This is supported in the findings of Koller, although Koller prefers to list them as homonyms brought 
about through a metonymous extension. Koller, The Semantic Field of Cutting Tools, 162–66. 




(evil) has a frequent association with the triad.358 Overall, this indicates the need to 
consider these terms further. 
At the conclusion of the first round of analysis, 19 words were found to be frequent 
associates of at least one frequent associate of ע ע in addition to being associated with ר   ר 
at least once themselves. Two of these, ָרקֹון ָדפֹון rust) and) יֵׁ  blight) occur ten times or) שִּ
less, and so are discussed in Appendix B.1.359 The remaining 17 words have been selected for 
analysis in the second round. ר קֶּ  lie) frequently occurs with five frequent associates of) שֶּ
ע ע Three words occur frequently with three frequent associates of .ר  ב :ר  ָטאַת ;(enemy) אֹויֵׁ  ח 
(sin); and ָעָמל (trouble). Five words occur frequently with two frequent associates of ע  :ר 
ע ר  ָלה ;(evildoer) מֵׁ וְּ ע ;(injustice) ע  ש  ַא distress); and) ָצָרה ;(transgression) פֶּ  ָשוְּ
(worthlessness). The remaining eight words occur frequently with just one frequent 
associate of ע ָמה :ר  שְּ ָמה ;(guilt) א  ָטאַ ;(wickedness) זִּ יץ ;(falsehood) ָכָזב ;(sin) ח   ;(ruthless) ָערִּ
ר ;(thirst) ָצָמא בֶּ  .;(destruction) שֹד ;(destruction) שֶּ
3.3 Association Analysis: Round 2 
ֶקרֶש  3.3.1  (lie) 
ר קֶּ ר occurs 144 times in the analysed texts [114;360 6; 17; 0; 7]. In total שֶּ קֶּ  occurs 58 times שֶּ
(41%)361 with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations 
by corpus is shown in Table 3.51 below. Tables 3.52 and 3.53 show the semantic associations 
of similarity and opposition respectively. 
Table 3.51. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ר קֶּ  by שֶּ
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 35 81.4 12 27.9 43 
Ben Sira 3 100.0 0 0.0 3 
Judean Desert 11 100.0 2 18.2 11 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 




ע 358  may also be associated with it once, although it’s more likely an error, with the scribe of Sir B 9v1 ר 
missing a final ב. 
359 They are found to demonstrate significant links with one domain of use of ע  However, due to their .ר 
rarity and the particular domain, analysis of their use does not contribute significantly to understanding ע  .ר 
360 One occurrence was added from the Judean Desert corpus: XQ3 I,28 [Deut 5:20]. 




Table 3.52. ַר קֶּ  in Associations of Similarity שֶּ






ַר – קֶּ  שֶּ
ַר – קֶּ רַשֶּ מֶּ  אֵׁ
שֹון – ַרַלְּ קֶּ שֶּ  
ַר – קֶּ דַשֶּ  עֵׁ






Isa 28:15; Sir 15:20; 1QpHab X,12; 4Q371 1a-b,13* 
4Q171 1-2i19 
Prov 6:17 






Isa 59:3; Ps 144:8, 11; Sir 15:20362; 1QpHab X,11* 
Zech 10:2 
ן  ָאוֶּ
ַן תַָאוֶּ בֶּ שֶּ חְּ  מ 
ַן יַָאוֶּ  פֹוֲעלֵׁ
ַר – קֶּ  שֶּ
ַר – קֶּ שֹוןַשֶּ  לְּ




Isa 59:3; Zech 10:2; Ps 7:15 
Prov 6:17 
Ps 101:7 
ָיַה מִּ  רְּ
ָיַה מִּ הַרְּ  עֹושֵׁ
ַר – קֶּ  שֶּ
ַר – קֶּ רַשֶּ  דֹובֵׁ
4 
1 
Mic 6:12; Ps 52:5; 120:2; 1QS IV,9 
Ps 101:7 
ל בֶּ  Jer 16:19; Jer 51:17; Zech 10:2; Prov 31:30 4  הֶּ
 Deut 19:18; Mic 6:12; 11Q5 XXII,6; 11Q19 LXI,9 4  ָחָמס
ָמה רְּ  מִּ
ָמַה רְּ שֹוןַמִּ  לְּ
ָמַה רְּ תַמִּ פ   שְּ
ַר – קֶּ  שֶּ
ַר – קֶּ  שֶּ




Sir 51:5; Ps 109:2 
Ps 52:5 
4Q169 3-4ii8 
ַש ח   Sir 41:18; 1QS IV,9; 4Q169 3-4ii2 3  כ 
ַר – ָרָעה קֶּ  שֶּ
ַר – קֶּ שֹוןַשֶּ  לְּ
2 
1 
Ps 52:5; Prov 6:17 
4Q397 14-21,9 
ַר – ָרָשַע קֶּ  שֶּ
ַר – קֶּ רַשֶּ  דֹובֵׁ







ע צ   Jer 6:13; 8:10 2  בֶּ
ם  Isa 59:3; 1QpHab X,10 2  ָדֵׁ
ָמה ַר – זִּ קֶּ יַשֶּ רֵׁ מְּ  אִּ





ָּנם  Ps 35:19; 69:5 2  חִּ
ל ע   Sir 41:18; 4Q397 14-21,9 2  מ 
ַר – ָסָרַה קֶּ  שֶּ





 Isa 59:3; Ps 7:15 2  ָעָמל
ַע ש   Isa 57:4; Sir 41:18 2  פֶּ
ע ַר – ר  קֶּ  שֶּ





ת לֶּ ּוֶּ  1QS IV,9 1  אִּ
יַל ַר – ֱאלִּ קֶּ  Jer 14:14 1 ֲחזֹוןַשֶּ
ָוַה  1QS IV,9 1  ּגֵׁ
ַע ל  רַבֶּ ב   Ps 52:5 1  דְּ
ָדַה ְךַנִּ רֶּ  1QS IV,9 1  דֶּ
ָּוה  Ps 52:5 1  ה 
 Jer 3:23 1  ָהמֹון
נּות  Sir 41:18 1  זְּ
 Prov 26:28 1  ָחָלַק
ף  1QS IV,9 1  חֹנֶּ
 Sir 41:18 1  ָיד
ר תֶּ  Prov 17:7 1  יֶּ
 
 




Lexeme Association No. Location 
ן דַֹאזֶּ  1QS IV,9 1  כֹבֶּ
ַב דַלֵׁ  1QS IV,9 1  כֹבֶּ
ןַָּגדֹוַל  m. Sanh. 1:5 1  כֹהֵׁ
דּוף שֹוןַּגִּ  1QS IV,9 1  לְּ
הַסֹוַד ּלֵׁ ג   Sir 15:20363 1  מְּ
ָבה הַּתֹועֵׁ ֲעשֵׁ  1QS IV,9 1  מ 
ע ר   Prov 17:4 1  מֵׁ
ים שּואַָפנִּ ַר – נְּ קֶּ הַשֶּ  Isa 9:14 1 מֹורֶּ
ל  11Q5 XXII,6 1  ָעוֶּ
ָלה וְּ  Isa 59:3 1  ע 
 Isa 59:3 1  ָעוֺן
ם יִּ ינ  ָּורֹוןַעֵׁ  1QS IV,9 1  עִּ
םַָרמֹוַת יִּ ינ  ַר – עֵׁ קֶּ שֹוןַשֶּ  Prov 6:17 1 לְּ
ַק ַר – עֹשֶּ קֶּ רַשֶּ ב   Isa 59:13 1 דְּ
ז ח   *Sir 41:18 1  פ 
ֲחזּות  Jer 23:32 1  פ 
תַָזדֹון א  נְּ  1QS IV,9 1  קִּ
ם סֶּ ַר – קֶּ קֶּ  Jer 14:14 1 ֲחזֹוןַשֶּ
ם יִּ פ  רַא   1QS IV,9 1  קֹצֶּ
ַף יַעֹרֶּ  1QS IV,9 1  קֹשִּ
ַ  Mic 2:11 1  רּוח 
ַע ש   1QS IV,9 1  רֶּ
ט בֶּ  m. Sanh. 1:5 1  שֵׁ
ָאה נְּ  Ps 109:2 1  שִּ
 Isa 59:3 1  ֹּתהּו
מּוַת רְּ ַר – ּת  קֶּ  Jer 14:14364 1 ֲחזֹוןַשֶּ
יַת מִּ רְּ  Jer 23:26 1  ּת 
Table 3.53. ר קֶּ  in Associations of Opposition שֶּ




ַר – קֶּ  שֶּ
ַר – קֶּ דַשֶּ  עֵׁ









ַת רֱַאמֶּ כֶּ  שֵׁ
ַר – קֶּ  שֶּ
ַר – קֶּ רַשֶּ ב   דְּ




Jer 9:4; Prov 12:19 
Isa 59:13 
Prov 11:18 
 Ps 52:5; 1QS IV,9 2  טֹוב
ָפַט שְּ  מִּ
ַק דֶּ טַצֶּ פ  שְּ תַמִּ א  נְּ  קִּ




ק דֶּ  Isa 59:3; Ps 52:5 2  צֶּ
ם יִּ פ  ְךַא   1QS IV,9 1  ֹארֶּ
יָנַה  1QS IV,9 1  בִּ
ת ע   1QS IV,9 1  ד 
ָמה  1QS IV,9 1  ָחכְּ
ד סֶּ  11Q5 XXII,6 1  חֶּ
רַָסמּוְַך צֶּ  1QS IV,9 1  יֵׁ
ַש תַקֹדֶּ בֶּ שֶּ חְּ  1QS IV,9 1  מ 
יַד הַָחסִּ ֲעשֵׁ  11Q5 XXII,6 1  מ 
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Lexeme Association No. Location 
ץ רֶּ ןַאֶּ מ  ַר – ֱנאֶּ קֶּ רַשֶּ  Ps 101:7 1 דֹובֵׁ
ַ  Isa 59:13 1  ָנכֹח 
 1QS IV,9 1  ֲעָנָוה
ָדָקה רַ – צְּ ב  ַרדְּ קֶּ שֶּ  1 Isa 59:13 
ים ֲחמִּ  1QS IV,9 1  ר 
ַל כֶּ  1QS IV,9 1  שֶּ
3.3.1.1 Observations 
ר קֶּ  lie) has a strong bias towards associations of similarity. However, it does have notable) שֶּ
oppositions with the masculine feminine word pair ת  .(faithfulness) ֱאמּוָנה / (truth) ֱאמֶּ
Although its most frequent associates, ָכָזב (falsehood) and א  worthlessness), are not) ָשוְּ
frequent associates of ע ע they do have associations with ,ר   and are frequently associated ר 
with ָמה רְּ ן and ,מִּ  respectively. Additionally, one of its third most frequent ָרָשע and ָאוֶּ
associates is ן ע villainy), a frequent associate of) ָאוֶּ  Furthermore, out of its ten frequent .ר 
associates, five (ן ְרָמה ;violence ,ָחָמס ;ָאוֶּ  wicked) are frequent ,ָרָשע ;evil ,ָרָעה ;deceit ,מִּ
associates of ע ש) All but one .ר  ח  ר falsity) of the frequent associates of ,כ  קֶּ  are associated שֶּ
at least once with ע  The accumulated evidence is strongly in favour of the inclusion of .ר 
ר קֶּ ע within the domains of שֶּ  .ר 
ב 3.3.2  (enemy) אֹויֵׁ
ב ב occurs 332 times in the analysed texts [285;365 4; 39; 0; 4]. In total אֹויֵׁ  occurs 128 times אֹויֵׁ
(39%)366 with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations 
by corpus is shown in Table 3.54 below. Tables 3.55 and 3.56 show the semantic associations 
of similarity and opposition respectively. 
Some of the lexeme/phrase combinations in Table 3.52 were made due to the similarity of 
reference. For example, ל ְךַָבבֶּ לֶּ ל ,(king of Babylon) מֶּ ְךַָבבֶּ לֶּ ילַמֶּ  the army of the king of) חֵׁ
Babylon), and ַר אּצ  רֶּ דְּ בּוכ   Nebuchadrezzar) are combined because they have an identical) נְּ
or close to identical referent within the discourse. This combination is not problematic for 
the current analysis as these words/phrases are not closely related to ע  and so their ר 




365 Three occurrences were added from the Samaritan Pentateuch and Judean Desert corpuses: Genesis 
24:60 (SP); Numbers 14:41 (SP); and 4Q44 5ii5 [Deut 32:42]. 




Table 3.54. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ַב  by אֹויֵׁ
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 113 96.6 9 7.7 117 
Ben Sira 2 100.0 0 0.0 2 
Judean Desert 7 87.5 1 12.5 8 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 0 0.0 1 100.0 1 
Total 122 95.3 11 8.6 128 
Table 3.55. ב  in Associations of Similarity אֹויֵׁ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ר  ;Num 10:9; Deut 32:27; 42; Isa 1:24; 9:10; 59:18; Mic 5:9; 7:10 23  צ 
Ps 13:5; 27:2; 81:15; 89:23, 43; 106:10; Lam 1:5, 9; 2:4, 17; 4:12; 
Esth 7:6; 1 Chr 21:12; Sir 12:16; 1QM XII,11 
א  ;Exod 23:4; Lev 26:17; Num 10:35; Deut 30:7; 2 Sam 22:18, 41 19  שֹונֵׁ
Ps 18:18; 21:9; 35:19; 38:20; 41:6; 69:5; 106:10, 42; Esth 9:1, 5, 16; 
11Q19 LIX,11; LIX,19 
ַי ּתִּ שְּ לִּ  Sam 4:3; 12:10; 14:30, 47; 18:25; 2 Sam 3:18; 5:20; 19:10; Isa 1 10  פְּ
9:10; 1 Chr 14:11 
ַש פֶּ שַנֶּ ּקֶּ ב   Jer 19:7, 9; 21:7; 34:20, 21; 44:30 (x2); 49:37; 11Q19 LIX,19 9  מְּ
א ּנֵׁ ש   מְּ
ל ַק/אֵׁ דֶּ אַצֶּ ּנֵׁ ש   מְּ
 8 
1 
4Q44 5ii5; Ps 18:41; 55:13; 68:2; 81:15; 83:3; 89:23; 139:22 
1QM III,5 
 ּגֹוי
ַל בֶּ תַּגֹויַהֶּ ע  בְּ  שִּ
 6 
1 
Deut 28:48; Ps 9:7; 106:42; Neh 5:9; 6:16; 1QM XII,11 
1QM XI,8 
ם  ע 
ַר חֵׁ םַא   ע 




Ezek 39:27; Ps 45:6; 89:52; Lam 3:46 
Deut 28:31 
Ps 74:18 
ַר  Exod 23:22; Ps 7:6; 8:3; 69:19; 74:3; 143:12 6  צֹורֵׁ
 Ps 3:8; 9:7; 17:9; 37:20; 55:4; 92:10 6  ָרָשַע
ַן יַָאוֶּ  *Ps 6:11; 59:2; 64:2; 92:10; 4Q88 X,11 5  פֹוֲעלֵׁ
 Sam 24:5; 26:8; 2 Sam 4:8; 22:1; Ps 18:1 1 5  ָשאּוַל
 מֹוָאב
ְךַמֹוָאַב לֶּ  מֶּ
 3 
1 
Judg 3:28; 1 Sam 14:47; 4Q434 7b,3* 
1 Sam 12:10 
ַל ְךַָבבֶּ לֶּ  מֶּ
ַל ְךַָבבֶּ לֶּ ילַמֶּ  חֵׁ






Jer 21:7; Jer 44:30 
 Exod 15:6; 2 Sam 22:49; Ps 18:49; 92:10 4  ָקם
מֹון יַע  נֵׁ  בְּ
מֹוַן יַע  נֵׁ ְךַבְּ לֶּ  ָנָחשַמֶּ
 2 
1 
Judg 11:36; 1 Sam 14:47 
1 Sam 12:11 





2 Sam 22:4 
2 Sam 22:49; Ps 18:49 
ע ר   Ps 27:2; 64:2; 92:10 3  מֵׁ
 *Sam 14:47; 4Q434 7b,3 1 2  ֱאדֹום
ם ּקֵׁ נ  תְּ  Ps 8:3; 44:17 2  מִּ
ם קֹומֵׁ תְּ  Ps 59:2; Job 27:7 2  מִּ
ָשלֹום בְּ  Sam 18:32 2 1  א 




Lexeme Association No. Location 
ישַָדם  Ps 59:2 1  אִּ
י ָזרִּ כְּ  Jer 30:14 1  א 
י  Josh 7:8 1  ֱאֹמרִּ
 Isa 9:10 1  ֲאָרם
יר  Sir 46:1 1  ָבחִּ
ָמַה שְּ רַא  ש   1QM XII,11 1  בְּ
ַל ע  י  לִּ דּודַבְּ  1QM XI,8 1  ּגְּ
ם שֶּ  Neh 6:1 1  ּגֶּ
 Esth 7:6 1  ָהָמןַָהָרַע
 1QM XII,11 1  ָחָלַל
ָיה  Neh 6:1 1  טֹובִּ
שַָרָעַה ּקֶּ ב   Esth 9:1 1  מְּ
ף דֵׁ ג   Ps 44:17 1  מְּ
ַל הֹולֵׁ  Ps 102:9 1  מְּ
ַץ רֶּ יבַאֶּ ֲחרִּ  Judg 16:24 1  מ 
ף ָחרֵׁ  Ps 44:17 1  מְּ
יַצֹוָבַה כֵׁ לְּ  Sam 14:47 1 1  מ 
ד מֵׁ ל   Ps 119:98 1  מְּ
ית מִּ צְּ  Ps 69:5 1  מ 
ָכר  Isa 62:8 1  נֵׁ
ָרַא יסְּ  Sam 12:10 1 1  סִּ
ַט ּל  ב  נְּ  Neh 6:1 1  ס 
 Ps 139:22 1  ָער
י  Ps 72:9 1  צִּ
ף  Ps 31:16 1  רֹודֵׁ
 Ps 92:10 1  שּור
שֹוַן מְּ  Judg 16:23 1  שִּ
ם קֹומֵׁ  Ps 139:22 1  ּתְּ
Table 3.56. ב  in Associations of Opposition אֹויֵׁ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ב  Judg 5:31; Lam 1:2; 4Q525 10,5 3  אֹוהֵׁ
ַד בֶּ  Isa 66:14; Ps 89:52 2  עֶּ
ן  Ps 80:7; 89:43 2  ָשכֵׁ
 m. Soṭah 8:1 1  ָאח
ישַָשלֹום  Ps 41:6 1  אִּ
ּלּוף  Ps 55:13 1  א 
 Ps 55:13 1  ֱאנֹוש
יּוָדַע  Ps 55:13 1  מְּ
ְך רֶּ  Ps 55:13 1  עֵׁ
ַ ע   Lam 1:2 1  רֵׁ
ם  Ps 7:6 1  שֹולֵׁ
3.3.2.1 Observations 
ב  enemy) rarely occurs with associations of opposition. Additionally, many of its) אֹויֵׁ
associations of similarity are with individuals, people groups, nations. These associations 
are not of interest in establishing the semantic domains of ע  Eliminating these from .ר 
consideration, we see the following highly important associates, occurring 9 times or more: 
ר א ;(adversary) צ  ש ;(hater) שֹונֵׁ פֶּ נֶּ שַ ּקֶּ ב  א ;(seeker of life) מְּ ּנֵׁ ש   hater). Of the seven) מְּ




there are three words with frequent associations with ע  and three with infrequent ר 
associations. The pattern of associations suggests that this word is related to, but outwith 
the semantic domains of ע  Strengthening this conclusion is the fact that the one .ר 
association of ב ע with אֹויֵׁ ע is when ר   .modifies a name ר 
 (sin) ַחָטאת  3.3.3
ָטאַת ָטאַת occurs 680 times in the analysed texts [294;367 5; 31; 0; 350]. In total ח   occurs 334 ח 
times (49%)368 with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic 
associations by corpus is shown in Table 3.57 below. Tables 3.58 and 3.59 show the semantic 
associations of similarity and opposition respectively. 
There was some difficulty deciding how to group the phrases ע ש  תַפֶּ מ  שְּ  guilt of sin) and) א 
ָמה שְּ א  עַ ש   sin of guilt) because both words within the phrases are also important) פֶּ
associates on their own. In Table 3.58 the two phrases are included together in their own 
row rather than being classed with either ע ש  ָמה or פֶּ שְּ  .א 
Table 3.57. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ָטאת  by ח 
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 155 96.9 9 5.6 160 
Ben Sira 2 50.0 3 75.0 4 
Judean Desert 21 100.0 0 0.0 21 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 149 100.0 0 0.0 149 





367 One occurrence was added from the Samaritan Pentateuch: Numbers 28:30 (SP). 




Table 3.58. ָטאַת  in Associations of Similarity ח 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
 ,Lev 4:29; 5:7, 8; 6:18; 7:7, 37; 9:2, 3, 7, 15, 22; 10:19; 12:6, 8; 14:13 132  עָֹלה
19, 22, 31; 15:15, 30; 16:3, 5; 16:25; 23:19; Num 6:11, 14, 16; 7:16, 
22, 28, 34, 40, 46, 52, 58, 64, 70, 76, 82, 87; 8:12; 15:24; 28:15, 
22, 30; 29:5, 11(x2), 16, 19, 22, 25, 28, 31, 34, 38; Ezek 40:39; 
43:19, 22, 25; 45:17, 23, 25; Ezra 8:35; Neh 10:34; 2 Chr 29:24; 
11Q19 XVII,14; XXV,15; XXVI,9; m. Šeqal. 6:5; 7:3; m. Ned. 1:4; 
m. Naz. 4:4 (x2), 6 (x2); 6:7, 8 (x2); 8:1 (x3); m. Hor. 2:6; m. 
Zebaḥ. 1:3; 4:4; 6:2, 6, 7 (x2); 7:1 (x5), 2 (x4), 3, 4 (x4); 8:4; 
10:2 (x2), 4; m. ʿArak. 5:6; m. Tem. 5:6 (x3); m. Meʿil. 3:2; m. 
Qinnim 1:1 (x3), 2 (x2), 4; 2:5 (x7); 3:3 (x2), 4; m. Neg. 14:7 
(x2); m. Parah 1:4; m. Yad. 4:2  
 Lev 6:10; 7:7, 37; 14:13 (x2); Num 6:11; 18:9; 2 Kgs 12:17; Ezek 67  ָאָשם
40:39; 42:13; 44:29; 46:20; 11Q19 XXXV,11; XXXV,12; m. Ḥal. 
4:11; m. Yoma 8:8; m. Ḥag. 1:4; m. Zebaḥ. 1:1 (x4); 4:6; 8:2, 11; 
10:2, 6; 11:1; 14:3 (x2); m. Menaḥ. 9:6 (x2); m. Ḥul. 2:10; m. 
Tem. 1:1 (x4); 7:6; m. Ker. 1:2; 2:3, 4, 6; 3:1, 4; 4:2 (x3); 5:5 (x2), 
6 (x2), 7 (x6), 8 (x4); 6:4; m. Meʿil. 2:5; m. Neg. 14:7 (x2), 11; 
m. Parah 1:4; m. Yad. 4:2 
 ;Lev 16:21; Deut 19:15; 1 Sam 20:1; Isa 6:7; 27:9; 40:2; 43:24 54  ָעוֺן
59:2, 12; Jer 5:25; 14:10; 16:10, 18; 18:23; 30:14, 15; 31:34; 36:3; 
50:20; Ezek 3:20; 21:29; Hos 4:8; 8:13; 9:9; 13:12; Mic 7:19; Ps 
32:5; 38:4, 19; 51:4; 59:4; 79:9; 85:3; 109:14; Job 10:6; 13:23; 
14:16; Prov 5:22; Lam 4:6, 13, 22; Dan 9:24; Neh 3:37; 9:2; Sir 
3:14; 1QS I,23; III,8; III,22; XI,9; XI,15; 1QHa IX,27; 4Q176 1-2i6; 
11Q5 XIX,13; 11Q19 XXVI,12 
ָחה נְּ  ,Lev 5:11; 7:7, 37; 9:3, 15; 14:31; 23:19; Num 6:14, 16; 7:16, 22, 28 51  מִּ
34, 40, 46, 52, 58, 64, 70, 76, 82, 87; 8:8; 15:24; 18:9; 28:22, 30; 
29:5, 11(x2), 16, 19, 22, 25, 28, 31, 34, 38; Ezek 42:13; 44:29; 
45:17, 23, 25; 46:20; Neh 10:34; 11Q19 XVII,14; XXVIII,8; 
XXVIII,11; m. Ned. 1:4; m. Zebaḥ. 6:2; 14:3 
ם לֶּ  שֶּ
 
 





Lev 9:3, 22; Num 6:14, 16; Ezek 43:25; 45:17; m. Ned. 1:4; m. 
Naz. 4:4 (x2), 6 (x2); 6:7 (x2), 8 (x2); m. Zebaḥ. 10:6; 11:1; m. 
ʿArak. 5:6; m. Meʿil. 2:5; 3:2 
Lev 4:29, 34; 7:37; 9:15; 23:19; Num 7:16, 22, 28, 34, 40, 46, 52, 
58, 64, 70, 76, 82, 87; m. Šeqal. 7:3 












Gen 31:36; 50:17; Lev 16:16, 21; Josh 24:19; Isa 43:25; 44:22; 
58:1; 59:12; Ezek 18:21; 21:29; 33:10, 14; Amos 5:12; Mic 1:5; 3:8; 
6:7; Ps 25:7; 32:5; 51:4, 5; 59:4; Job 13:23; 14:16; 34:37; Dan 9:24; 
1QS XI,9; 11Q5 XXIV,11 
1QS III,22 
ְך סֶּ  ,Lev 23:19; Num 6:14, 16; 15:24; 28:15, 30; 29:5, 11, 16, 19, 22, 25 19  נֶּ
28, 31, 34, 38; 11Q19 XVII,14; XXVIII,8; XXVIII,11 
רּוָמה  ;(Ezek 44:29; m. Ḥag. 2:5, 6, 7; m. Ḥul. 2:10; m. Parah 10:6 (x5 13  ּתְּ
11:2 (x3) 
ַח ס   m. Zebaḥ. 1:1 (x3), 2, 3, 4; 2:4; 3:6; m. Menaḥ. 9:6; m. Yad. 4:2 12  פֶּ
(x3) 
ָמה שְּ  .Chr 28:13; 1QS III,22; 11Q19 XXVI,12; XXXV,14; m. Maʿaś. Š 2 10  א 
1:7; m. Šeqal. 1:5; 2:5; m. Ned. 4:3; m. Zebaḥ. 10:5; m. ʿArak. 
5:6 
ש  Neh 10:34; m. Ḥag. 2:5, 6, 7 (x2); m. Parah 10:6 (x3); 11:2 9  קֹדֶּ




Lexeme Association No. Location 
ַת  m. Hor. 2:3 (x2), 6; m. Ker. 1:2; 2:6; 6:3 6  ָכרֵׁ
ָבן  ָקרְּ
ץ ָבןַעֵׁ  ָקרְּ
 5 
1 
Lev 9:7; Num 15:25; 18:9; m. Ned. 1:4; m. Naz. 6:10 
Neh 10:34 
ר ֲעשֵׁ  m. Ḥag. 2:5, 6, 7; m. Menaḥ. 9:6; m. Ḥul. 2:10 5  מ 
ָדָבַה  m. Šeqal. 2:3, 5; m. Naz. 4:4, 6; m. Zebaḥ. 6:2 5  נְּ
ה שֶּ  Lev 6:10; Num 15:25; 28:22; 29:16 4  אִּ
ם חֶּ  (m. Naz. 4:4 (x2), 6 (x2 4  לֶּ
יַָזבֹות יּנֵׁ  m. Maʿaś. Š. 1:7; m. Šeqal. 1:5; 2:5; m. Ned. 4:3 4  קִּ
ים יַָזבִּ יּנֵׁ  m. Maʿaś. Š. 1:7; m. Šeqal. 1:5; 2:5; m. Ned. 4:3 4  קִּ
ָדה יַיֹולֵׁ יּנֵׁ  m. Maʿaś. Š. 1:7; m. Šeqal. 1:5; 2:5; m. Ned. 4:3 4  קִּ
ָבה  Ezek 16:51, 52; 18:14, 24 4  ּתֹועֵׁ
עַ ש  תַפֶּ מ  שְּ  א 
ָמַה שְּ עַא  ש   פֶּ
ָטאת –   ח 
ָטאַת – לַח  ע   מ 







 m. Ḥag. 2:5, 6, 7 3  חֹל
ל  Ezek 18:24; 33:14; 4Q184 1,9 3  ָעוֶּ
 Gen 50:17; 1 Sam 12:19; Sir 47:24 3  ָרָעה
ַל קֶּ  (m. Šeqal. 2:3, 4 (x2 3  שֶּ
ְך רֶּ  Ezek 18:21; 33:10 2  דֶּ
 Exod 32:30; 2 Kgs 17:22 2  ֲחָטָאה
ָדה  Zech 13:1; 1QS XI,15 2  נִּ
ע  ר 





ַע ש   Deut 9:27; Ezek 33:14 2  רֶּ
ן ם – ָאוֶּ סֶּ ָטאתַקֶּ  Sam 15:23 1 1 ח 
ַה – ָאָלה ָטאתַפֶּ  Ps 59:13 1 ח 
ן ַל – ָבמֹותַָאוֶּ ָראֵׁ שְּ ָטאתַיִּ  Hos 10:8 1 ח 
ם יִּ ָפת  רַשְּ ב  ַה – דְּ ָטאתַפֶּ  Ps 59:13 1 ח 
ח ב   m. Zebaḥ. 8:1 1  זֶּ
ָעָקה  Gen 18:20 1  זְּ
ש  Neh 10:34 1  חֹדֶּ
ה  m. Ḥag. 1:4 1  ָחזֶּ
א טְּ  Deut 19:15 1  חֵׁ
ָאה מְּ  Lev 16:16 1  ט 
ַש ח  ַה – כ  ָטאתַפֶּ  Ps 59:13 1 ח 
ַת כֶּ ֲערֶּ םַמ  חֶּ  Neh 10:34 1  לֶּ
ים םַָפנִּ חֶּ  m. Zebaḥ. 14:3 1  לֶּ
ד  Neh 10:34 1  מֹועֵׁ
ת  4Q184 1,9 1  ָמוֶּ
ים אִּ ּל   Lev 7:37 1  מִּ
ל ע   Ezek 18:24 1  מ 
יָרה  m. Yoma 8:9 1  ֲעבֵׁ
ַל גֶּ  Deut 9:21 1  עֵׁ
ר  m. Zebaḥ. 14:3 1  עֹמֶּ
 Isa 40:2 1  ָצָבא
ים יַָקָדשִּ שֵׁ  m. Zebaḥ. 14:3 1  ָקדְּ
ים ּלִּ יםַק   m. Zebaḥ. 14:3 1  ָקָדשִּ
י שִּ  Deut 9:27 1  קְּ
ָבת  Neh 10:34 1  ש 
 m. Ḥag. 1:4 1  שֹוק
ם חֶּ יַלֶּ ּתֵׁ  m. Zebaḥ. 14:3 1  שְּ




Lexeme Association No. Location 
ים ָרפִּ ם – ּתְּ סֶּ ָטאתַקֶּ  Sam 15:23 1 1 ח 
Table 3.59. ָטאת  in Associations of Opposition ח 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ָדָקה  Ezek 18:21, 24; 33:14, 16; Prov 13:6; 14:34; Sir 3:14, 15, 30 9  צְּ
ָפַט שְּ  Ezek 18:21; 33:14, 16 3  מִּ
ְךַטֹוַב רֶּ  Kgs 8:36; 2 Chr 6:27 1 2  דֶּ
ים יִּ  Prov 10:16 1  ח 
ק דֶּ  Dan 9:24 1  צֶּ
3.3.3.1 Observations 
ָטאת ָטאת .sin) rarely occurs with associations of opposition) ח   appears to occur in two ח 
distinct domains: sacrifice and sin. Its fairly strong opposition with ָדָקה  righteous) occurs) צְּ
with occurrences in the domain of sin. 
Although its most frequent associates are other sacrifices, it also has very frequent links 
with words in the domain of sin indicating clear polysemy. Occurrences within the domain 
of sin may be of interest in an examination of the semantic domains of ע  The frequent .ר 
associates of ַָט אתח   when used as part of the ‘sin’ domain are: ָעוֺן (iniquity); ע ש   פֶּ
(transgression); ָמַה שְּ ָבה guilt);369) א  ל ;(abomination) ּתֹועֵׁ  evil). Three of) ָרָעה ;(injustice) ָעוֶּ
these were identified as frequent associates of ע  and two were selected for second round ר 
analysis. There appears sufficient evidence to retain ָטאת  in its sense of ‘sin’ as a part of ח 
the semantic domains of ע  .ר 
ַרע 3.3.4  (evildoer) מֵׁ
The Hiphil participle ע ר   occurs 23 times in the analysed texts. Of these, 2 occurrences מֵׁ
appear to act verbally.370 The remaining 21 function syntactically as nouns and so are of 
interest in the present study [18; 2; 1; 0; 0]. In total, the substantive uses of ע ר   occur 18 מֵׁ
times (86%) with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic 
associations by corpus is shown in Table 3.60 below. Tables 3.61 and 3.62 show the semantic 




369 Excluding the 6 uses from the Mishnah where it occurs in reference to sacrifice. 
370 The two occurrences are from Daniel 11:27 in the Hebrew Bible, and m. Sanhedrin 7:10 in the Mishnah. 
Note that Daniel 11:27 is often considered to be a hapax noun; however, that discussion is not relevant for the 




Table 3.60. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ַע ר   by מֵׁ
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 15 100.0 3 20.0 15 
Ben Sira 2 100.0 1 50.0 2 
Judean Desert 0 0.0 1 100.0 1 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 0 - 0 - 0 
Total 17 94.4 5 27.8 18 
Table 3.61. ַע ר   in Associations of Similarity מֵׁ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ַן יַָאוֶּ  Isa 31:2; Ps 64:3; 92:12; 94:16 4  פֹוֲעלֵׁ
 Ps 26:5; 37:9; Job 8:20; Prov 24:19 4  ָרָשַע
ב  Ps 27:2; 64:3; 92:12 3  אֹויֵׁ
ַע – ָרע ר   מֵׁ





ָבָלה רַנְּ  Isa 9:16 1  דֹובֵׁ
א  Isa 1:4 1  חֹוטֵׁ
ף  Isa 9:16 1  ָחנֵׁ
ב לֶּ ַע – כֶּ ר  תַמֵׁ  Ps 22:17 1 ֲעד 
יַת חִּ שְּ  Isa 1:4 1  מ 
ָלם עְּ  Ps 26:5 1  נֶּ
ף עֵׁ  Ps 119:115 1  סֵׁ
ָלַה וְּ הַע   Ps 37:1 1  עֹושֵׁ
דַ בֶּ םַכֶּ ָעוַֺןע  ַע –  ר  עַמֵׁ ר   Isa 1:4 1 זֶּ
ַ ע   Sir 11:16 1  פֹושֵׁ
ר  Ps 27:2 1  צ 
 Ps 92:12 1  ָקם
ַ ע  ַב – רֵׁ עַאֹוהֵׁ ר   Sir 37:4 1 מֵׁ
א  Ps 26:5 1  ָשוְּ
א  Job 8:20 1  שֹונֵׁ
 Ps 92:12 1  שּור
ַר קֶּ  Prov 17:4 1  שֶּ
Table 3.62. ַע ר   in Associations of Opposition מֵׁ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
בַטֹוב ַב – אֹוהֵׁ עַאֹוהֵׁ ר   Sir 37:4 1 מֵׁ
ר ַב – ָחבֵׁ עַאֹוהֵׁ ר   Sir 37:4 1 מֵׁ
ַב רַלֵׁ ש   Ps 94:16 1  יְּ
יב יטִּ  1Q27 1ii3 1  מֵׁ
 Ps 37:9 1  ָעָנו
ק דֶּ  Ps 94:16 1  צֶּ
יַיהוה  Ps 37:9 1  קֹוֵׁ







ע ר   evildoer) occurs infrequently and so, as with all infrequent words, any conclusions) מֵׁ
must remain tentative. ע ר   rarely occurs in associations of opposition. Out of its three מֵׁ
frequent associates, two are frequent associates of ע ב ,and the other ר   enemy), was) אֹויֵׁ
found to have many associations with associates of ע  In addition, although it occurs .ר 
infrequently, it still occurs as an associate of ע  twice. Being a Hiphil participle which is ר 
usually substantive and of the same word family as ע  it is unsurprising to find it shares ,ר 
important associates with ע עמֵַׁ There is strong evidence that the infrequent term .ר  ר   is 
within the semantic domains of ע  .ר 
 (trouble) ָעָמל 3.3.5
 (occurs 35 times (54% ָעָמל occurs 65 times in the analysed texts [56;371 3; 5; 0; 1]. In total ָעָמל
with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations by corpus 
is shown in Table 3.63 below. Tables 3.64 and 3.65 show the semantic associations of 
similarity and opposition respectively. 
Table 3.63. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ָעָמל by 
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 29 100.0 2 6.9 29 
Ben Sira 0 0.0 1 100.0 1 
Judean Desert 4 100.0 0 0.0 4 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 
Total 34 97.1 3 8.6 35 
Table 3.64. ָעָמַל in Associations of Similarity 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ן  Num 23:21; Isa 10:1; 59:4; Hab 1:3 Ps 7:15; 10:7; 55:11; 90:10; Job 11  ָאוֶּ
4:8; 5:6; 15:35 
 Hab 1:3; Ps 7:17; 55:11 3  ָחָמס
ָמה רְּ  Ps 10:7; 55:11; Job 15:35 3  מִּ
ַי נִּ  Gen 41:51; Deut 26:7; Ps 25:18 3  ע 
ָּוה  ה 
ָּוַה הַה  ּסֵׁ  כִּ
 ָעָמל –





ץ ח   Deut 26:7; 4Q504 1-2vi,12 2  ל 
ה ֲעשֶּ  מ 





צּוָקה  Ps 25:18; 107:12 2  מְּ
 Num 23:21 (SP); Isa 59:4 2  ָעוֺן
 
 




Lexeme Association No. Location 
יב  Hab 1:3; Ps 55:11 2  רִּ
 Hab 1:3; Prov 24:2 2  שֹד
א  Isa 59:4; Job 7:3 2  ָשוְּ
ַר קֶּ  Isa 59:4; Ps 7:15 2  שֶּ
 Ps 10:7; 55:11 2  ֹּתְַך
ל בֶּ  1QHa XIX,22 1  אֵׁ
 Ps 10:7 1  ָאָלה
 1QpHab VIII,2 1  ֱאמּוָנה
 Isa 59:4 1  ָדם
 1QS IX,22 1  הֹון
ים יִּ  Eccl 9:9 1  ח 
 Jer 20:18 1  ָיגֹון
ס ע   Ps 10:14 1  כ 
 Hab 1:3 1  ָמדֹון
 m. B. Meṣ. 5:4 1  ָמזֹון
ָלה וְּ  Isa 59:4 1  ע 
ר  Ps 107:12 1  צ 
 Ps 25:18 1  ָצָרה
יַש  Prov 31:7 1  רֵׁ
ע  Hab 1:13 1  ר 
ַ עּותַרּוח   Eccl 4:6 1  רְּ
ַב יֹוןַלֵׁ עְּ  Eccl 2:22 1  ר 
 Isa 59:4 1  ֹּתהּו
Table 3.65. ָעָמל in Associations of Opposition 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
 Isa 59:4 1  ֱאמּוָנה
ין  Isa 10:1 1  דִּ
בַטֹוַב תַָעָמַל – לֵׁ בֶּ שֶּ חְּ  Sir 13:26 1 מ 
ָפַט שְּ  Isa 10:1 1  מִּ
ק דֶּ  Isa 59:4 1  צֶּ
3.3.5.1 Observations 
 trouble) has a strong bias towards associations of similarity. Its most frequent) ָעָמל
associate is ָאֶון (villainy). However, as noted in DCH, some of these uses appear to be from 
separate polysemes which may not be related to ע י) ר  נִּ  ָחָמס With the presence of .(ע 
(violence) and ָמה רְּ  deceit) as two of the remaining three frequent associates it seems) מִּ
likely that ָעָמל is within the semantic domains of ע  .ר 
 (injustice) ַעְוָלה 3.3.6
ָלה וְּ ָלה occurs 64 times in the analysed texts [33; 2; 27; 0; 2]. In total ע  וְּ  occurs 42 times ע 
(71%)372 with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations 
by corpus is shown in Table 3.66 below. Tables 3.67 and 3.68 show the semantic 
associations of similarity and opposition respectively. 
 
 




Table 3.66. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ָלה וְּ  by ע 
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 21 84.0 10 40.0 25 
Ben Sira 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 
Judean Desert 11 73.3 8 53.3 15 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 
Total 34 81.0 18 42.9 42 
Table 3.67. ָלה וְּ  in Associations of Similarity ע 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ָיַה מִּ  רְּ
ָיַה מִּ הַרְּ ֲעשֵׁ  מ 
ָלה – וְּ  ע 
ָלה – וְּ  ע 




Job 13:7; 27:4; 1QHa XXI,35; 1QHa VI,26 
1QS IV,23 
1QHa XXI,30 
ב ָלַה – אֹויֵׁ וְּ ןַע   Sam 7:10; Ps 89:23; 1 Chr 17:9 2 3 בֶּ
ן  Isa 59:3; Job 11:14; Prov 22:8 3  ָאוֶּ
 Isa 59:3; Mic 3:10; Hab 2:12 3  ָדם
ַע ש  ָלה – רֶּ וְּ  ע 
ָלַה – וְּ תַע  לֶּ שֶּ מְּ  מ 
2 
1 
Hos 10:13; 1QHa VI,26* 
1QS IV,19 
ָמה שְּ  1QHa XIII,10; 4Q181 2,4 2  א 
 Ezek 28:15; Ps 58:3 2  ָחָמס
 Zeph 3:13; Ps 58:3 2  ָכָזב
ַד חַשֹח  ּק   Chr 19:7; m. ʾAbot 4:22 2 2  מִּ
ים ּׂשֹאַָפנִּ  Chr 19:7; m. ʾAbot 4:22 2 2  מ 
א  Isa 59:3; Sir 16:1 2  ָשוְּ
ַב ילַלֵׁ ָלַה – ֱאוִּ וְּ ןַע   4Q418 69ii8 1 בֶּ
ת לֶּ ּוֶּ  4Q525 2ii+3,2 1  אִּ
יר  Job 22:23 1  אֹופִּ
ר צֶּ  Job 22:23 1  בֶּ
ַל  Isa 61:8 1  ָּגזֵׁ
ַע  Ps 64:7 1  ָדָברַר 
ָּוה  Job 6:30 1  ה 
ַש ח   Hos 10:13 1  כ 
ףַּתֹוָעפֹוַת סֶּ  Job 22:23 1  כֶּ
ָעַה שְּ יקַרִּ זִּ חְּ  4Q418 69ii8 1  מ 
ָמה רְּ  Ps 43:1 1  מִּ
ע ר  ָלַה – מֵׁ וְּ הַע   Ps 37:1 1 עֹושֵׁ
א ּנֵׁ ש   Ps 89:23 1  מְּ
ָדה  1QS IV,20 1  נִּ
 Isa 59:3 1  ָעוֺן
 Isa 59:3 1  ָעָמל
ר  Ps 89:23 1  צ 
ַת ח   1QS X,20 1  ש 
ָחַה כְּ  ʾAbot 4:22 1  שִּ
ַר קֶּ  Isa 59:3 1  שֶּ
 Isa 59:3 1  ֹּתהּו




Table 3.68. ָלה וְּ  in Associations of Opposition ע 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ת  ֱאמֶּ
ַת ְךֱַאמֶּ רֶּ  דֶּ
ָלה – וְּ  ע 
ָלַה – וְּ שַע   שֹרֶּ
4 
1 
Mal 2:6; 1QS IV,17; IV,20; 1QHa VI,26 
4Q416 2iii14 
ָפַט שְּ ָלה – מִּ וְּ  ע 
ָלַה – וְּ תַע  לֶּ שֶּ מְּ  מ 
3 
1 
Isa 61:8; Mic 3:10; Zeph 3:5 
1QS IV,19 
 Ps 92:16; 107:42 2  ָיָשַר
ָדָקה  Hos 10:13; 1QHa VI,26 2  צְּ
ים  Ezek 28:15; 4Q525 5,11 2  ָּתמִּ
 Isa 59:3 1  ֱאמּוָנה
ת ע   1QS IV,9 1  ד 
ד סֶּ  Hos 10:13 1  חֶּ
יד  Ps 43:1 1  ָחסִּ
 4Q525 2ii+3,2 1  חֹק
ק דֶּ  Isa 59:3 1  צֶּ
ש  1QS IV,20 1  קֹדֶּ
3.3.6.1 Observations 
ָלה וְּ  injustice) has a strong bias towards associations of similarity. Two of its five frequent) ע 
associates (ן ע blood) are frequent associates of ;ָדם villainy; and ;ָאוֶּ  Its most frequent .ר 
associate ( ַ ָיהרְּ מִּ ; treachery), is found as a frequent associate of ֶשֶקר (lie), and as an 
infrequent associate of ע ע and a number of words associated with ר   The evidence .ר 
suggests that ָלה וְּ ע may be on the periphery of the semantic domains of ע   .ר 
 (transgression) ֶפַשע 3.3.7
ע ש  ע occurs 133 times in the analysed texts [94;373 7; 31; 0; 1]. In total פֶּ ש   occurs 81 times פֶּ
(61%) with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations by 
corpus is shown in Table 3.69 below. Tables 3.70 and 3.71 show the semantic associations 
of similarity and opposition respectively. 
Table 3.69. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ע ש   by פֶּ
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 56 98.2 6 10.5 57 
Ben Sira 3 100.0 0 0.0 3 
Judean Desert 19 95.0 3 15.0 20 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 








Table 3.70. ַע ש   in Associations of Similarity פֶּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 







ָטאַת לַח  ע   מ 




ָמַה – שְּ עַא  ש   פֶּ
ַה – ֲעשֶּ עַמ  ש   פֶּ
תַ – מ  שְּ ַעא  ש  פֶּ  









Gen 31:36; 50:17; Lev 16:16, 21; Josh 24:19; Isa 43:25; 44:22; 
58:1; 59:12; Ezek 18:22; 21:29; 33:10, 12; Amos 5:12; Mic 1:5, 13; 
3:8; 6:7; Ps 25:7; 32:5; 51:3, 5; 59:4; Job 13:23; ; 14:17; 34:37; Dan 









ָמַה – שְּ עַא  ש   פֶּ







Exod 34:7; Lev 16:21; Num 14:18; Isa 43:25; 50:1; 53:5; 59:12; 
Ezek 18:30; 21:29; 39:24; Mic 6:7; Ps 32:1, 5; 51:3; 59:4; 65:4; 
89:33; 103:12; 107:17; Job 7:21; 13:23; 14:17; 31:33; 33:9; Dan 9:24; 
CD III,18; 1QS XI,9; 1QHa VI,35; m. Yoma 3:8 
1QS I,23 
1QS III,22 
ל ַע – ָעוֶּ ש   פֶּ
ַע – ש  תַפֶּ מ  שְּ  א 
5 
1 
Ezek 18:22, 28; 33:12; Sir 38:10*; 1QHa XIV,9 
4Q184 1,10 
ָמה שְּ  א 
ַל ע  תַמ  מ  שְּ  א 
ַע – ש   פֶּ
ַה – ֲעשֶּ עַמ  ש   פֶּ
2 
2 
1QHa XII,36; XII,38 
1QS III,22; 1QHa XIX,13 
ְך רֶּ  Ezek 18:22, 30; 33:10 3  דֶּ
 Ps 32:1; 1QHa XIV,9; XXII,33 3  ֲחָטָאה
ל ע   Ezek 18:22; 1QS X,24; 1QHa XII,36 3  מ 
ָיה ֲעוִּ  נ 
 
ָבַב תַלֵׁ י  ֲעוִּ  נ 
ַע – ש   פֶּ
ָמַה – שְּ עַא  ש   פֶּ







 Gen 50:17; 1 Sam 24:12; Lam 1:22 3  ָרָעה
ּלּוַל  Ezek 37:23; 1QHa XII,20 2  ּגִּ
א טְּ  Ps 103:12; m. Yoma 3:8 2  חֵׁ
ָטָאה  Exod 34:7; Num 14:18 2  ח 
ָאה מְּ  Lev 16:16; Ezek 39:24 2  ט 
ע  ר 





ַר קֶּ  Isa 57:4; Sir 41:18 2  שֶּ
ָבה  ּתֹועֵׁ





ן  Job 36:9 1  ָאוֶּ
 Mic 1:5 1  ָבָמה
 Prov 17:9 1  ָדָבר
ָדַה ְךַנִּ רֶּ עֱַאנֹוַש – דֶּ ש   CD III,17 1 פֶּ
ד  Ps 19:14 1  זֵׁ
נּות  Sir 41:18 1  זְּ
 Sir 41:18 1  ָיד
ַש ח   Sir 41:18 1  כ 
 Prov 29:22 1  ָמדֹון
ָדן  Prov 10:12 1  מְּ
 Ezek 37:23 1  מֹוָשב
ת ַע – ָמוֶּ ש  תַפֶּ מ  שְּ  4Q184 1,10 1 א 
ל ע   Sir 41:18 1  מ 
ָּצה  Prov 17:19 1  מ 
שּוָבה  Jer 5:6 1  מְּ
ָּתַר סְּ  Ps 19:14 1  נִּ




Lexeme Association No. Location 
ז ח   *Sir 41:18 1  פ 
ל  Job 36:9 1  ֹפע 
ָיַה מִּ  Ps 32:1 1  רְּ
ַע ש   Ezek 33:12 1  רֶּ
ָעה שְּ  Ezek 18:28 1  רִּ
יָאַה גִּ  Ps 19:14 1  שְּ
ּקּוץ  Ezek 37:23 1  שִּ
Table 3.71. ע ש   in Associations of Opposition פֶּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ָדָקה ַע – צְּ ש   פֶּ
ָמַה – שְּ עַא  ש   פֶּ
3 
1 
Ezek 18:22, 28; 33:12 
1QS I,23 
ָפַט שְּ  Ezek 18:22, 28; 33:12 3  מִּ
ְך  Job 8:4; 33:9 2  ז 
ים ֲחמִּ יַר  דֵׁ סְּ ָמַה – ח  שְּ עַא  ש   1QS I,23 1 פֶּ
ף  Job 33:9 1  ח 
 Job 8:4 1  ָיָשַר
ָבַב רַלֵׁ  1QS XI,3 1  יֹשֶּ
ַב ָהרַלֵׁ מְּ  1QHa X,11 1  נִּ
י תִּ  1QHa X,11 1  פֶּ
ק דֶּ  Dan 9:24 1  צֶּ
ְַך רֶּ  1QS XI,3 1  ֹּתםַדֶּ
3.3.7.1 Observations 
ע ש   iniquity) and) ָעוֺן transgression) rarely occurs with associations of opposition. With) פֶּ
 sin) it appears to form part of an important triad of terms for sin. On the strength) ַחָטאת
of these associations alone it should be considered within the semantic domains of ע  .ר 
 (distress) ָצָרה 3.3.8
 occurs 43 times ָצָרה occurs 104 times in the analysed texts [74;374 6; 20; 0; 4]. In total ָצָרה
(41%) with at least one semantic association. It occurred exclusively with associations of 
similarity. Its occurrence with semantic associations by corpus is shown in Table 3.72 









Table 3.72. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ָצָרַה 
Corpus Similarity 
 n. 
Hebrew Bible 30 
Ben Sira 3 




Table 3.73. ָצָרה in Associations of Similarity 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
 Deut 31:17, 21; 1 Sam 10:19; Jer 15:11; Ps 71:20; 2 Chr 20:9; Sir 7  ָרָעה
6:8 
יד  Obad 12, 14; Prov 1:27 3  אֵׁ
צּוָקה  ָצָרה – מְּ
 יֹוםַָצָרַה –



















 Job 5:19; 2 Chr 20:9; 4Q166 II,14 3  ָרָעב






יל  Jer 6:24; Jer 50:43 2  חִּ






ָאָצה  Kgs 19:3; Isa 37:3 2 2 יֹוםַָצָרַה – נְּ
ע ג  ַש – נֶּ פֶּ תַנֶּ  ָצר 











ַי נִּ ָבב – ע  תַלֵׁ  ָצר 











ד ח   Prov 1:27; 1QS X,15 2  פ 














ָחַה  Kgs 19:3; Isa 37:3 2 2 יֹוםַָצָרַה – ּתֹוכֵׁ
 Obad 12 1  ֲאבֹד
יָמה  1QS X,15 1  אֵׁ
אֹוַל ןַשְּ טֶּ  Jonah 2:3 1  בֶּ
 1QS X,15 1  בּוָקה
אי  m. Soṭah 9:15 1  ּגֹוב 
ר בֶּ  Chr 20:9 2 1  דֶּ
 1QM I,12 1  הָֹוה




Lexeme Association No. Location 
ל בֶּ  Jer 49:24 1  חֵׁ
ַת יַָמוֶּ לֵׁ בְּ  Ps 116:3 1  חֶּ
ַץ רֶּ תַאֶּ י   Job 5:19 1  ח 
פֹוַט בַשְּ רֶּ  Chr 20:9 2 1  חֶּ
ף  Ps 78:49 1  ֲחרֹוןַא 
ְַך  Zeph 1:15 1  חֹשֶּ
ָכַה  Isa 8:22 1  ֲחשֵׁ
 Ps 116:3 1  ָיגֹון
 Job 5:19 1  ָכָפן
ָלַה יְּ  Ps 77:3 1  ל 
גֹוָרַה  Ps 34:7 1  מְּ
הּוָמה  Chr 15:6 2 1  מְּ
ָחָמה לְּ  Job 5:19 1  מִּ
אֹוַל יַשְּ ָצרֵׁ  Ps 116:3 1  מְּ
 1QHa XIII,14 1  ָמרֹוַר
ּסּוי  *4Q504 1-2vi8 1  נִּ
ָפַט שְּ הַמִּ ַף – עֹושֵׁ רֵׁ צְּ  1QS VIII,4 1 ָצָרתַמ 
 Ps 25:17 1  ָעָמל
ַש פֶּ תַנֶּ  4Q525 2ii+3,6 1  ֲעָנו 
 Zeph 1:15 1  ָעָנַן
 4Q166 II,14 1  ָערֹום
ַל  Zeph 1:15 1  ֲעָרפֶּ
ָיה  1QIsaa XXIV,12 1  צִּ
 Jer 4:31 1  קֹול
ַט טֶּ  Jer 49:24 1  רֶּ
 Job 5:19 1  שֹד
 Zeph 1:15 1  שֹוָפַר
ַ יח   Ps 142:3 1  שִּ
רּוָעה  Zeph 1:15 1  ּתְּ
3.3.8.1 Observations 
 famine) as a frequent) ָרָעב evil). It also has) ָרָעה distress) occurs most frequently with) ָצָרה
associate. However, it also has a few frequent associates that are not associates of ע  It .ר 
may be on the periphery of the semantic domains of ע  .ר 
א 3.3.9  (worthlessness) ָשוְּ
א ַא occurs 79 times in the analysed texts [53; 7; 6; 0; 13]. In total ָשוְּ  (occurs 44 times (56% ָשוְּ
with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations by corpus 
is shown in Table 3.74 below. Tables 3.75 and 3.76 show the semantic associations of 





Table 3.74. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations with ַא  ָשוְּ
by Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 23 85.2 2 7.4 27 
Ben Sira 5 100.0 1 20.0 5 
Judean Desert 5 100.0 0 0.0 5 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 6 85.7 1 14.3 7 
Total 39 88.6 4 9.1 44 
Table 3.75. ַא  in Associations of Similarity ָשוְּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
 ָכָזב
רַָכָזב ב   דְּ
   8 
1 
Ezek 13:6, 7, 8, 9; 21:34; 22:28; Sir 15:7, 20 
Prov 30:8 
ַר קֶּ א – שֶּ  ָשוְּ
ַא –  ֲחלֹוםַָשוְּ
  5 
1 
Isa 59:4; Ps 144:8, 11; Sir 15:20375; 1QpHab X,11* 
Zech 10:2 
ן א – ָאוֶּ  ָשוְּ
ַא –  ֲחלֹוםַָשוְּ




Isa 59:4; Hos 12:12; Ps 41:7 
Zech 10:2 
Job 11:11 
יטּוַי  m. Šebu. 3:7, 9 (x2), 11 4  בִּ
ַא – ָרָשַע יַָשוְּ תֵׁ  מְּ
ַא –  סֹודַָשוְּ
2 
1 
Ps 26:4; Sir 15:7 
1QHa X,24 
 *Exod 23:1; 1QHa XIV,8 2  ָחָמס
ָמה רְּ  Ps 24:4; Job 31:5 2  מִּ
ֱעָלם  נֶּ
ֱעָלם  סֹודַנֶּ
ַא – יַָשוְּ תֵׁ  מְּ





ָלה וְּ  Isa 59:4; Sir 16:1 2  ע 
 Isa 59:4; Job 7:3 2  ָעָמל
יָבה ַא – אֵׁ תַָשוְּ בּוע   m. ʾAbot 4:7 1 שְּ
ה עֶּ פְּ  1QHa X,30 1  אֶּ
ַל ע  י  לִּ  1QHa X,24 1  בְּ
ַל ַא – ָּגזֵׁ תַָשוְּ בּוע   m. ʾAbot 4:7 1 שְּ
 Hos 10:4 1  ָדָבר
 Isa 59:4 1  ָדם
ל בֶּ  Zech 10:2 1  הֶּ
 Sir 15:7 1  ָזדֹון
ם ּׁשֵׁ יּלּולַה  ַא – חִּ תַָשוְּ בּוע   m. ʾAbot 5:9 1 שְּ
 ָחָלַק





ֱאָמן בַנֶּ אֵׁ  כְּ
ד בַעֹובֵׁ אֵׁ  כְּ
 1 Sir 30:17 
ַב לֵׁ בַוְּ  Ps 12:3 1  לֵׁ
ץ ַא – לֵׁ יַָשוְּ תֵׁ  Sir 15:7 1 מְּ
הַסֹוַד ּלֵׁ ג  א – מְּ הַָשוְּ  Sir 15:20 1 עֹושֵׁ
ים דּוחִּ  Lam 2:14 1  מ 
 
 




Lexeme Association No. Location 
ָמה זִּ  Ps 139:20 1  מְּ
ע ר  ַא – מֵׁ יַָשוְּ תֵׁ  Ps 26:4 1 מְּ
 Isa 59:4 1  ָעוֺן
יץ ַא – ָערִּ  1QHa X,24 1 סֹודַָשוְּ
ם סֶּ  Ezek 13:23 1  קֶּ
ע  Sir 30:17 1  ר 
 Ps 41:7 1  ָרָעה
 Isa 59:4 1  ֹּתהּו
ַל  Lam 2:14 1  ָּתפֵׁ
Table 3.76. א  in Associations of Opposition ָשוְּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ָרָכה  Ps 24:4 1  בְּ
 Sir 15:7 1  ָחָכם
 Ps 31:7 1  יהוה
דּות  m. Šebu. 7:4 1  עֵׁ
ָּקדֹון  m. Šebu. 7:4 1  פִּ
3.3.9.1 Observations 
א  worthlessness) has a strong bias towards associations of similarity, with almost no) ָשוְּ
associations of opposition detected. It is frequently associated with a two terms frequently 
associated with ע ן :ר   wicked). In addition to these associations it has) ָרָשע villainy) and) ָאוֶּ
a number of less frequent associations with two other frequent associates of ע  ,ָחָמס) ר 
violence; ָמה רְּ ר deceit). It is also frequently associated with ,מִּ קֶּ  lie) which is frequently) שֶּ
associated with five words frequently associated with ע  Its most frequent associate was .ר 
ָמַ falsehood), also found to be a frequent associate of) ָכָזב רְּ המִּ  and the most frequent 
associate of ר קֶּ א The accumulated evidence suggests .שֶּ  should be included as a ָשוְּ
peripheral term. 
In addition, the word יטּוי א vain talk) occurred as a frequent associate of) בִּ  However, it .ָשוְּ
was found exclusively in halakhic definition in the Mishnah and is never associated with 
ן יטּוי ,Consequently .ָאוֶּ  .is not analysed further בִּ
 (guilt) ַאְשָמה 3.3.10
ָמה שְּ ָמה occurs 85 times in the analysed texts [19; 1; 54; 0; 11]. In total א  שְּ  occurs 43 times א 
(56%)376 with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations 
by corpus is shown in Table 3.77 below. Tables 3.78 and 3.79 show the semantic associations 








Table 3.77. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ָמה שְּ  by א 
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 6 100.0 0 0.0 6 
Ben Sira 0 - 0 - 0 
Judean Desert 24 85.7 4 14.3 28 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 9 100.0 0 0.0 9 
Total 39 90.7 4 9.3 43 
Table 3.78. ָמה שְּ  in Associations of Similarity א 
Lexeme Association No. Location 




ָטאַת לַח  ע   מ 
ָמַה – שְּ  א 
 
ַע – ש  תַפֶּ מ  שְּ  א 
ָמַה – שְּ עַא  ש   פֶּ






2 Chr 28:13; 1QS III,22; 11Q19 XXVI,12; XXXV,12; XXXV,14; m. 





ָמַה – ָעוֺן שְּ  א 
ַל – ע  תַמ  מ  שְּ  א 




Ezra 9:6, 7, 13; 1QS III,22; 1QHa XII,38; 11Q19 XXVI,12; LVIII,17 
1QHa XII,31 
1QS I,23 
ַע ש  ָמַה – פֶּ שְּ  א 
ַל – ע  תַמ  מ  שְּ  א 
3 
1 
1QS III,22; 1QHa XII,35; XIII,38 
1QHa XIX,14 
יןַָזבֹות  m. Maʿaś. Š. 1:7; m. Šeqal. 1:5; 2:5; m. Ned. 4:3 4  קִּ
ים יןַָזבִּ  m. Maʿaś. Š. 1:7; m. Šeqal. 1:5; 2:5; m. Ned. 4:3 4  קִּ
ָדה יןַיֹולֵׁ  m. Maʿaś. Š. 1:7; m. Šeqal. 1:5; 2:5; m. Ned. 4:3 4  קִּ
ָאַה מְּ תַט  ד  תַנִּ  ֲעבֹד 
ָאַה מְּ תַט  ד  תַנִּ בֶּ שֶּ חְּ  מ 
ָדה תַנִּ ב   ּתֹועֵׁ
ָמַה – שְּ תַא  ר  שְּ  מִּ
 







א טְּ  m. Šeqal. 2:5; 6:6 2  חֵׁ
ָמַה – ָחָלַל שְּ רַא  ש   בְּ





ְַך ָמַה – חֹשֶּ שְּ  א 





ָמַה טֵׁ שְּ תַמ  בֶּ שֶּ חְּ ָמַה – מ  שְּ תַא  ר  שְּ  *1QM XIII,4; 4Q286 7ii3 2 מִּ
ַע ש  תַרֶּ בֶּ שֶּ חְּ ָמַה – מ  שְּ תַא  ר  שְּ  1QM XIII,4; 4Q286 7ii3 2 מִּ
ָלה וְּ  1QHa XIII,9; 4Q181 2,4 2  ע 
נּות יַזְּ ינֵׁ ָמַה – עֵׁ שְּ  א 





ב ָמַה – אֹויֵׁ שְּ רַא  ש   1QM XII,12 1 בְּ
ת לֶּ ּוֶּ  Ps 69:6 1  אִּ
ים  Amos 8:14 1  ֱאֹלהִּ
 11Q19 XXXV,12 1  ָאָשם
ָמַה – ּגֹוי שְּ רַא  ש   1QM XII,12 1 בְּ
תַָבָשַר י  וִּ ָמַה – ּגְּ שְּ רַא  גֶּ  4Q169 3-4ii6 1 פֶּ
ָאַה מְּ רַט  ב   11Q19 LVIII,17 1  דְּ
ַע ב  רַשֶּ ש  ְךַבְּ רֶּ  Amos 8:14 1  דֶּ
 1QHa XIX,24 1  ֲחָטָאה




Lexeme Association No. Location 
ל ע   1QHa XII,35 1  מ 
ַע הַר  ֲעשֶּ  Ezra 9:13 1  מ 
ָדָבַה  m. Šeqal. 2:5 1  נְּ
ָיה ֲעוִּ ָמַה – נ  שְּ עַא  ש   4Q511 18ii10 1 פֶּ
ל ַע – ָעוֶּ ש  תַפֶּ מ  שְּ  4Q184 1,10 1 א 
ָוה רְּ  11Q19 LVIII,17 1  עֶּ
ר ָמַה – צ  שְּ רַא  ש   1QM, XII,12 1 בְּ
ַהָֹוַה יַ – רּוח  נֵׁ ָמהבְּ שְּ א   1 1QHa XV,14* 
ָעה שְּ  1QM XI,11 1  רִּ
ם לֶּ  m. Zebaḥ 5:5 1  שֶּ
Table 3.79. ָמַה שְּ  in Associations of Opposition א 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ת  1QM XIII,15; 1QHa XIV,33; 4Q511 63iii4 3  ֱאמֶּ
 1QM XIII,15 1  אֹור
ָדָקה ַל – צְּ ע  תַמ  מ  שְּ  1QHa XII,31 1 א 
ְַך רֶּ ַל – ֹּתםַדֶּ ע  תַמ  מ  שְּ  1QHa XII,31 1 א 
3.3.10.1 Observations 
ָמה שְּ  guilt) occurs rarely in associations of opposition. The majority (64%) of its) א 
occurrences are within the Judean Desert corpus. In the Mishnah occurrences, it is linked 
to ַחָטאת (sin) through the sacrifice domain. Elsewhere it has strong links to the  ָטאת ַח  ָעוַֺן – 
ע – ש   triad of sin terms. Its ties with this set of terms mark it for inclusion in the semantic פֶּ
domains of ע  .ר 
ָמה 3.3.11  (wickedness) זִּ
ָמה ָמה occurs 39 times in the analysed texts [29; 2; 5; 0; 3]. In total זִּ  (occurs 23 times (59% זִּ
with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations by corpus 
is shown in Table 3.80 below. Tables 3.81 and 3.82 show the semantic associations of 
similarity and opposition respectively. 
Table 3.80. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ָמַה  by זִּ
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 17 94.4 2 11.1 18 
Ben Sira 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 
Judean Desert 4 100.0 0 0.0 4 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 0 - 0 - 0 






Table 3.81. ָמה  in Associations of Similarity זִּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ָבה  Lev 18:17; 20:14; Ezek 16:43, 58; 22:11; 11Q19 LXVI,15 6  ּתֹועֵׁ
נּות זְּ  Ezek 23:21, 29, 35 3  ּת 
ַר קֶּ יַשֶּ רֵׁ מְּ  אִּ





ע צ   CD VIII,7; XIX,19 2  בֶּ
 CD VIII,7; XIX,19 2  הֹון
נּות  Ezek 23:27, 29 2  זְּ
ל בֶּ  Lev 18:17; 20:14 2  ּתֶּ
ש  Job 31:11 1  אֵׁ
ּלּוַל אַּגִּ טְּ  Ezek 23:49 1  חֵׁ
ד סֶּ  Lev 20:14 1  חֶּ
ַע יַר  לִּ  Isa 32:7 1  כְּ
ָמַה רְּ שֹוןַמִּ  Sir 51:5 1  לְּ
ָבַב יַלְּ  Job 17:11 1  מֹוָרשֵׁ
ת בֶּ שֶּ חְּ  1QHa XII,14 1  מ 
ָהלֹוַת צְּ נּוַת – מִּ תַזְּ מ   Jer 13:27 1 זִּ
ים אּופִּ נּוַת – נִּ תַזְּ מ   Jer 13:27 1 זִּ
ָבָלה  Judg 20:6 1  נְּ
ָדה  11Q19 LXVI,15 1  נִּ
ת פֶּ  Ezek 23:44 1  נֹואֶּ
 Job 31:11 1  ָעוֺן
ד  Ps 26:10 1  שֹח 
ּקּוץ נּוַת – שִּ תַזְּ מ   Jer 13:27 1 זִּ
Table 3.82. ָמה  in Associations of Opposition זִּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ָמה  Prov 10:23 1  ָחכְּ
יָבַה דִּ  Isa 32:7 1  נְּ
3.3.11.1 Observations 
ָמה  wickedness) occurs rarely in associations of opposition. Its primary occurrence is with) זִּ
ָבה  abomination). Because of its low frequency, it is also instructive to note the) ּתֹועֵׁ
presence of a few frequent and infrequent associates of ע  .among its infrequent associates ר 
It appears that ָמה ע may be at least peripherally part of the semantic domains of זִּ  .ר 
 (sin) ַחָטא  3.3.12
ָטַא ָטַא occurs 20 times in the analysed texts [19; 0; 1; 0; 0]. In total ח   (occurs 13 times (65% ח 
with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations by corpus 
is shown in Table 3.83 below. Tables 3.84 and 3.85 show the semantic associations of 





Table 3.83. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ָטַא  by ח 
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 11 91.7 3 25.0 12 
Ben Sira 0 - 0 - 0 
Judean Desert 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 0 - 0 - 0 
Total 12 92.3 3 23.1 13 
Table 3.84. ָטַא  in Associations of Similarity ח 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ַ ע   *Isa 1:28; Ps 51:15; 4Q393 1ii-2,7 3  פֹושֵׁ
 Ps 1:1, 5; 104:35 3  ָרָשַע
ישַָדם  Ps 26:9 1  אִּ
ֲעקֹב תַי  יִּ ָטָאַה – ב  ח  ָלָבהַה  מְּ  Amos 9:8 1 מ 
ף  Isa 33:14 1  ָחנֵׁ
ץ  Ps 1:1 1  לֵׁ
בַיהוה  Isa 1:28 1  עֹוזֵׁ
ק  Sam 15:18 1 1  ֲעָמלֵׁ
 Ps 25:8 1  ָעָנו
ע  Gen 13:13 1  ר 
Table 3.85. ָטַא  in Associations of Opposition ח 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
יק דִּ  Ps 1:5; Prov 13:21 2  צ 
 Isa 1:28 1  ָשב
3.3.12.1 Observations 
ָטא  wicked) is) ָרָשע sin) occurs infrequently. Out of its two frequent associates, only) ח 
associated with ע ַ ,However .ר  ע   ;sinner) is itself rare, only occurring 20 times [12; 1; 7; 0) פֹושֵׁ
0] in the analysed text and it occurs twice in association with ָרָשע. This indicates the 
likelihood of a close association between ָטא  .ָרָשע and ח 
 (falsehood) ָכָזַב 3.3.13
 (occurs 41 times (80% ָכָזב ,occurs 51 times in the analysed texts [31; 7; 13; 0; 0]. In total ָכָזב
with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations by corpus 
is shown in Table 3.86 below. Tables 3.87 and 3.88 show the semantic associations of 





Table 3.86. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ָכָזַב by 
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 20 90.9 2 9.1 22 
Ben Sira 6 100.0 1 16.7 6 
Judean Desert 11 84.6 3 23.1 13 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 0 - 0 - 0 
Total 39 95.1 4 9.8 41 
Table 3.87. ָכָזב in Associations of Similarity 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
א  ָכָזב – ָשוְּ
רַָכָזַב – ב   דְּ
8 
1 
Ezek 13:6, 7, 8, 9; 21:34; 22:28; Sir 15:8, 20 
Prov 30:8 
ַר קֶּ  שֶּ
ַר קֶּ רַשֶּ מֶּ  אֵׁ
ַר קֶּ שֹוןַשֶּ  לְּ
ַר קֶּ דַשֶּ  עֵׁ











Isa 28:15; Sir 15:20377; 1QpHab X,9; 4Q371 1a-b,13* 
4Q171 1-2i18 
Prov 6:19 
Prov 19:5, 9 
4Q169 3-4ii8 
ָמה רְּ  Ps 5:7; 1QS X,22; 4Q169 3-4ii8 3  מִּ
ָלה וְּ  Zeph 3:13; Ps 58:4 2  ע 
ַ  CD VIII,13; XIX,26 2  רּוח 
ישַָכָזַב – ָרָשַע  אִּ





 Sir 36:24378 1  ָדָבר
ם תַע  ב   דִּ
תַָלשֹוַן ב   דִּ
יַָכָזַב –  Sir 51:2 1 ָשטֵׁ
 Ps 5:7 1  ָדם
ל בֶּ  Ps 62:10 1  הֶּ
ַל יַָכָזב – הֹולֵׁ רֵׁ  Ps 5:7 1 דֹובְּ
ד בֶּ  Sir 36:24379 1  זֵׁ
 Sir 15:8 1  ָזדֹון
 1QHa X,33 1  ָחָלַק
 Ps 58:4 1  ָחָמס
שַָעוַֺן ח   1QS X,22 1  כ 
ץ ישַָכָזַב – לֵׁ  Sir 15:8 1 אִּ
יַת מִּ רְּ שֹוןַּת   Zeph 3:13 1  לְּ
ַש פֶּ יַנֶּ שֵׁ קְּ ב  יַָכָזַב – מְּ  Sir 51:2 1 ָשטֵׁ
הַסֹוַד ּלֵׁ ג  ישַָכָזַב – מְּ  Sir 15:20 1 אִּ
ָין דְּ  Prov 6:19 1  מִּ
לּות בְּ  1QS X,22 1  נ 
 CD XIX,26 1  סּוָפה
ַר תֶּ  Isa 28:17 1  סֵׁ
 
 
377 Manuscript B 2v5 
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Lexeme Association No. Location 
םַָרמֹוַת יִּ ינ   Prov 6:19 1  עֵׁ
ַן יַָאוֶּ רַָכָזַב – פֹוֲעלֵׁ  Ps 5:7 1 דֹובֵׁ
ַע ל  יַסֶּ יַָכָזַב – צֹופֵׁ  Sir 51:2 1 ָשטֵׁ
יַָכָזַב – ָקם  Sir 51:2 1 ָשטֵׁ
ב ה  יַָכָזַב – ר   Ps 40:5 1 ָשטֵׁ
יק  Ps 4:3 1  רִּ
ָיַה מִּ  1QHa XII,11; XII,17 1  רְּ
ע  Hos 7:13 1  ר 
 Hos 12:2 1  שֹד
ּקּוץ  1QS X,22 1  שִּ
יַָכָזב – ֹּתהּו ימֵׁ  CD I,15 1 מֵׁ
 1QHa XII,17 1  ָּתעּות
Table 3.88. ָכָזב in Associations of Opposition 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ת  Prov 14:25 1  ֱאמֶּ
ישַָכָזַב – ָחָכם  Sir 15:8 1 אִּ
יד הַָיחִּ ישַָכָזַב – יֹורֵׁ  CD XX,15 1 אִּ
ַק דֶּ הַצֶּ ישַָכָזַב – מֹורֵׁ  1QpHab V,11 1 אִּ
יַ רִּ ַשפְּ קֹדֶּ   1 1QS X,22 
ישַָכָזַב – ָרַש  Prov 19:22 1 אִּ
3.3.13.1 Observations 
 falsehood) has a strong bias towards associations of similarity, with few associations) ָכָזב
of opposition detected. It is frequently associated with just three terms, one of which is 
frequently associated with ָמה רְּ א) The remaining two .מִּ ר and ָשוְּ קֶּ  were found to be (שֶּ
within the semantic domain(s) of ע  and §3.3.9). This word should be considered at 3.3.1§) ר 
minimum peripheral to the semantic domains of ע  .ר 
יץ  3.3.14  (ruthless) ָערִּ
יץ יץ occurs 26 times in the analysed texts [21;380 0; 5; 0; 0]. In total ָערִּ  occurs 22 times ָערִּ
(85%) with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations by 
corpus is shown in Table 3.89 below. Tables 3.90 and 3.91 show the semantic associations 








Table 3.89. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations יַץ  by ָערִּ
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 18 94.7 2 10.5 19 
Ben Sira 0 - 0 - 0 
Judean Desert 2 66.7 2 66.7 3 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 0 - 0 - 0 
Total 20 90.9 4 18.2 22 
 
Table 3.90. יַץ  in Associations of Similarity ָערִּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
יץ – ָזר  ָערִּ
יץַּגֹוַי –  ָערִּ
3 
3 
Isa 25:5; 29:5; Ps 54:5 
Ezek 28:7; 30:11; 31:12 
 *Isa 13:11; Ps 37:35; Job 15:20; 27:13; 1QHa X,13; 4Q434 1i5 6  ָרָשַע
בֹוַר יץ – ּגִּ  ָערִּ
יץַּגֹוַי –  ָערִּ
2 
1 
1Qisaa XLI,25; Isa 49:25 
Ezek 32:12 
ד  Isa 13:11; Ps 86:14 2  זֵׁ
ץ  Isa 29:20; 1QHa X,13 2  לֵׁ
ע יץ – ר   ָערִּ





יל  Ezek 31:12 1  אֵׁ
ד  1QHa X,13 1  בֹוגֵׁ
ר אּצ  רֶּ דְּ בּוכ  יץַּגֹוַי – נְּ  Ezek 30:11 1 ָערִּ
םַָעַז יַץ – ע   Isa 25:3 1 ּגֹויַָערִּ
ַ ע   1QHa X,13 1  פֹושֵׁ
ר  Job 6:23 1  צ 
ַן דַָאוֶּ  Isa 29:20 1  שֹוקֵׁ
ל בֵׁ  Isa 13:11 1  ּתֵׁ
Table 3.91. יץ  in Associations of Opposition ָערִּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
יֹוַן בְּ  Isa 29:20 1  אֶּ
ַן תַחֵׁ שֶּ  Prov 11:16 1  אֵׁ
ְַך רֶּ רַדֶּ ש   1QHa X,13 1  יְּ
ּתֹוָרַה הַה  יַת – עֹושֵׁ רִּ בְּ יץַה   4Q171 1-2ii13 1 ָערִּ
 Isa 29:20 1  ָעָנו
3.3.14.1 Observations 
יץ  .ruthless) is a low frequency word which rarely occurs in associations of opposition) ָערִּ
However, it has strong associations with ָזר (stranger) and ָרָשע (wicked). Its association 
with ָזר introduces some doubt as to its position in relation to the semantic domains of ע  .ר 
However, it does occur with ע  twice, one of those times (Ezek 30:11) being a joint ר 
association with ָזר. This, in addition to low frequency associations with other associates of 




 (thirst) ָצָמא  3.3.15
 (occurs 9 times (39% ָצָמא occurs 23 times in the analysed texts [17; 0; 3; 0; 3]. In total ָצָמא
with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations by corpus 
is shown in Table 3.92 below. Tables 3.93 and 3.94 show the semantic associations of 
similarity and opposition respectively. 
Table 3.92. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ָצָמא by 
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 8 100.0 1 12.5 8 
Ben Sira 0 - 0 - 0 
Judean Desert 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 0 - 0 - 0 
Total 9 100.0 1 11.1 9 
Table 3.93. ָצָמא in Associations of Similarity 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
 Deut 28:48; Isa 5:13; Amos 8:11; Neh 9:15; 2 Chr 32:11; 4Q504 6  ָרָעב
1-2iii8* 
ָיַה ץַצִּ רֶּ  Ezek 19:13; Hos 2:5 2  אֶּ
 Ps 69:22 1  ָברּות
ר בֶּ  4Q504 1-2iii8 1  דֶּ
ַע יַר  לִּ  4Q504 1-2iii8 1  ח 
ד  Deut 28:48 1  חֹסֶּ
ב רֶּ  4Q504 1-2iii8 1  חֶּ
ָבר דְּ  Hos 2:5 1  מִּ
ירֹם  Deut 28:48 1  עֵׁ
Table 3.94. ָצָמא in Associations of Opposition 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ָבב  Deut 28:48 1  טּובַלֵׁ
 Deut 28:48 1  רֹב
ָחה מְּ  Deut 28:48 1  שִּ
3.3.15.1 Observations 
 .(famine) ָרָעב thirst) occurs rarely in the analysed texts. Its only frequent associate is) ָצָמא
While it has one association with each of ב רֶּ ע plague) and) ֶדֶבר ,(sword) חֶּ ר  יַ לִּ  bad) ח 
sickness), these all occur in the same location (4Q504 1-2iii8) and so only represent one use 
in this fashion. This provides scant evidence for inclusion in the semantic domains of ע  ר 





 (destruction) ֶשֶבר 3.3.16
ר בֶּ ר occurs 60 times in the analysed texts [44;381 2; 0; 0; 14]. In total שֶּ בֶּ  occurs 29 times שֶּ
(48%) with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations by 
corpus is shown in Table 3.95 below. Tables 3.96 and 3.97 show the semantic associations 
of similarity and opposition respectively. 
Table 3.95. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ַר בֶּ  by שֶּ
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 22 95.7 3 13.0 23 
Ben Sira 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 
Judean Desert 0 - 0 - 0 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 4 80.0 1 20.0 5 
Total 27 93.1 4 13.8 29 
Table 3.96. ר בֶּ  in Associations of Similarity שֶּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ָכה  Isa 30:26; Jer 10:19; 14:17; 30:12; Nah 3:19 5  מ 
 Isa 51:19; 59:7; 60:18; Jer 48:3; Sir 40:9 5  שֹד
 Jer 4:6; 6:1; Sir 40:9 3  ָרָעה
ָדה  m. B. Meṣ. 7:8; m. Šebu. 8:1 2  ֲאב 
ָבה נ   m. B. Meṣ. 7:8; m. Šebu. 8:1 2  ּגְּ
 Isa 59:7; 60:18 2  ָחָמס
ב רֶּ  Isa 51:19; Sir 40:9 2  חֶּ
ַר – מּום בֶּ  שֶּ





יָתה  m. B. Meṣ. 7:8; m. Šebu. 8:1 2  מִּ
בּוָיה  m. B. Meṣ. 7:8; m. Šebu. 8:1 2  שְּ
ן  Isa 59:7 1  ָאוֶּ
ן בֵׁ ַל/ָיד – ּגִּ גֶּ רַרֶּ בֶּ  Lev 21:19 1 שֶּ
ַל/ָיד – ָּגָרַב גֶּ רַרֶּ בֶּ  Lev 21:19 1 שֶּ
ַי  m. Kelim 11:3 1  ּגרּוטִּ
ר בֶּ  *Sir 40:9 1  דֶּ
 Sir 40:9 1  ָדם
ק ַל/ָיד – ד  גֶּ רַרֶּ בֶּ  Lev 21:19 1 שֶּ
י לִּ  Jer 10:19 1  ח 
ַל/ָיד – ָחרּום גֶּ רַרֶּ בֶּ  Lev 21:19 1 שֶּ
ַר ח   Sir 40:9 1  ָחרְּ
ָאה מְּ  m. Ṭ. Yom 4:7 1  ט 
 
 
381 One occurrence was added from the Judean Desert corpus: 1QIsaa XLVIII,19 [Isa 59:8]. In Judges 7:15 the 
word is either a homograph or a polyseme that refers to ‘interpretation’. Either way it can be considered 





Lexeme Association No. Location 
ָלָלַה  Zeph 1:10 1  יְּ
ַת פֶּ ּלֶּ ַל/ָיד – י  גֶּ רַרֶּ בֶּ  Lev 21:19 1 שֶּ
ַב בַלֵׁ אֵׁ ַ – כְּ רַרּוח  בֶּ  Isa 65:14 1 שֶּ
ָּׁשלֹוַן  Prov 16:18 1  כִּ
ת  Sir 40:9 1  ָמוֶּ
 Jer 30:12 1  ָמזֹור
אֹוב כְּ  Jer 30:15 1  מ 
ַר מֵׁ סְּ  m. Kelim 11:3 1  מ 
ָּצה  Prov 17:19 1  מ 
ְַך שֶּ ַאֶּ רֹוח  ַל/ָיד – מְּ גֶּ רַרֶּ בֶּ  Lev 21:19 1 שֶּ
ָמה ש   Isa 15:5 1  מְּ
ר ּוֵׁ ַל/ָיד – עִּ גֶּ רַרֶּ בֶּ  Lev 21:19 1 שֶּ
ן יִּ  Lev 24:20 1  ע 
ד ח   Lam 3:47 1  פ 
ַת ח   Lam 3:47 1  פ 
ַ ח  ּסֵׁ ַל/ָיד – פִּ גֶּ רַרֶּ בֶּ  Lev 21:19 1 שֶּ
ַץ רֶּ  Isa 30:13 1  פֶּ
ָחָמַה לְּ  Jer 50:22 1  קֹולַמִּ
ָעָקַה  Zeph 1:10 1  קֹולַצְּ
ע  Isa 59:7 1  ר 
 Isa 51:19 1  ָרָעב
אַת  Lam 3:47 1  שֵׁ
ן  Lev 24:20 1  שֵׁ
יָכַה פִּ  m. Ṭ. Yom 4:7 1  שְּ
ַ ַל/ָיד – ָשרּוע  גֶּ רַרֶּ בֶּ  Lev 21:19 1 שֶּ
ַן יִּ ע  לַבְּ ּל  ב  ַל/ָיד – ּתְּ גֶּ רַרֶּ בֶּ  Lev 21:19 1 שֶּ
Table 3.97. ר בֶּ  in Associations of Opposition שֶּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ַב ַ – טּובַלֵׁ רַרּוח  בֶּ  Isa 65:14 1 שֶּ
 Prov 18:12 1  ָכבֹוד
ָפַט שְּ  Isa 59:7 1  מִּ
 Isa 59:7 1  ָשלֹום
ם  m. Kelim 14:7 1  ָשלֵׁ
3.3.16.1 Observations 
ר בֶּ  destruction) occurs rarely in associations of opposition. It has three frequent) שֶּ
associates, two of which occurred at least once as associates of  ע  It appears to have a 382.ר 
loose connection to ע  .perhaps being at the periphery of its semantic domains ,ר 
 (destruction) שֹד 3.3.17
 (occurs 17 times (61% שַֹד occurs 28 times in the analysed texts [27;383 1; 0; 0; 0]. In total שֹד
with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations by corpus 
 
 
ָכה 382 ע wound) technically occurs with) מ   as well, but in all the associations it is primarily associated with ר 
another noun that ע ע modifies. In these cases ר   great) which modifies) ָּגדֹול is primarily associated with ר 
ָכה  .מ 




is shown in Table 3.98 below. Tables 3.99 and 3.100 show the semantic associations of 
similarity and opposition respectively. 
Table 3.98. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations שֹד by 
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 15 93.8 3 18.8 16 
Ben Sira 1 100.0 0 0.0 1 
Judean Desert 0 - 0 - 0 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 0 - 0 - 0 
Total 16 94.1 3 17.6 17 
Table 3.99. שֹד in Associations of Similarity 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
 ;Isa 59:7; 60:18; Jer 6:7; 20:8; Ezek 45:9; Amos 3:10; Hab 1:3 8  ָחָמס
2:17 
ר בֶּ  Isa 51:19; 59:7; 60:18; Jer 48:3; Sir 40:9 5  שֶּ
ן  Isa 59:7; Hab 1:3 2  ָאוֶּ
ב רֶּ  Isa 51:19; Sir 40:9 2  חֶּ
 Hab 1:3; Prov 24:2 2  ָעָמל
 Isa 51:19; Job 5:21 2  ָרָעב
 Jer 6:7; Sir 40:9 2  ָרָעה
 Ps 12:6 1  ֲאָנָקה
ר בֶּ  *Sir 40:9 1  דֶּ
 Sir 40:9 1  ָדם
ַץ רֶּ תַאֶּ י   Job 5:22 1  ח 
י לִּ  Jer 6:7 1  ח 
ַר ח  רְּ  Sir 40:9 1  ח 
 Hos 12:2 1  ָכָזב
 Job 5:22 1  ָכָפן
 Hab 1:3 1  ָמדֹון
ת  Sir 40:9 1  ָמוֶּ
ָחָמה לְּ  Job 5:21 1  מִּ
ָכה  Jer 6:7 1  מ 
 Job 5:21 1  ָצָרה
יב  Hab 1:3 1  רִּ
ע  Isa 59:7 1  ר 
Table 3.100. שֹד in Associations of Opposition 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ָפַט שְּ  Isa 59:7; Ezek 45:9; Prov 21:7 3  מִּ
ָדָקה  Ezek 45:9 1  צְּ







 destruction) occurs with relatively low frequency. It appears to have a very strong) שֹד
association to ָחָמס (violence) and a strong association with ֶשֶבר (destruction). It may be 
on the periphery of the semantic domains of ע  .ר 
3.3.18 Discussion: Second Round 
In the second round ב  thirst) were determined to be outwith the) ָצָמַא enemy) and) אֹויֵׁ
semantic domains of ע ב For .ר   this was due to the large number of frequent associations אֹויֵׁ
that it demonstrated which were not associated with ע  Nevertheless, its frequent .ר 
association with three frequent associates of ע  may indicate an important relation ר 
between ב ע and the semantic domains of אֹויֵׁ  there was obviously a close ,ָצָמא For .ר 
relationship with ָרָעב (famine), but beyond that there was little evidence of sharing a 
semantic domain with ע  .ר 
A number of words were noted as words that may be on the periphery of the semantic 
domains of ע ָלה :These words (in order of analysis) include .ר  וְּ  ;(falsehood) ָכָזב ;(injustice) ע 
ָמה ;(distress) ָצָרה ר ;(wickedness) זִּ בֶּ  .(destruction) שֹד destruction); and) שֶּ
A number of words were noted for inclusion within the semantic domains of ע  These .ר 
words include: ר קֶּ ָטאת ;(lie) שֶּ ַרע ;(sin) ח  ע ;(trouble) ָעָמל ;(evildoer) מֵׁ ש   ;(transgression) פֶּ
א ָמה ;(worthlessness) ָשוְּ שְּ ָטא ;(guilt) א  יץ sin); and) ח   .(ruthless) ָערִּ
3.4 Association Analysis: Round 3 
Two words were selected for round three analysis: ץ ף scoffer) and) לֵׁ  impious). Both) ָחנֵׁ
occurred as frequent associates of ָרָשע (wicked).384 These words occurred in 10 and 7 
unique associations respectively with words analysed in the first and second rounds of 
analysis. In addition they are both infrequent words, occurring 28385 and 16 times 
respectively in the analysed texts. 
ץ 3.4.1  (scoffer) לֵׁ
ץ ץ  occurs 28 times in the analysed texts [17; 10; 1; 0; 0]. In total לֵׁ  (occurs 18 times (64% לֵׁ
with at least one semantic association. Its occurrence with semantic associations by corpus 
is shown in Table 3.101 below. Tables 3.102 and 3.103 show the semantic associations of 




ץ 384  .(violence) ָחָמס  also occurred as a frequent associate of לֵׁ
385 Although ץ  occurs 28 times it is still of relatively low frequency. Its occurrence as a frequent associate of לֵׁ




Table 3.101. Number of Identifiable Lexical and Phrasal Semantic Associations ץ  by לֵׁ
Type of Association 






Hebrew Bible 7 53.8 9 69.2 13 
Ben Sira 4 100.0 3 75.0 4 
Judean Desert 1 100.0 1 100.0 1 
Inscriptions 0 - 0 - 0 
Mishnah 0 - 0 - 0 
Total 12 66.7 13 72.2 18 
Table 3.102.  ץ  in Associations of Similarity לֵׁ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
 Ps 1:1; Prov 3:34; 9:7; 19:29; Sir 15:8; 1QHa X,13 6  ָרָשַע
ישַָחָמַס  (Prov 3:34; Sir 32:18 (x2 3  אִּ
יַל סִּ  Prov 1:22; 3:34; 19:29 3  כְּ
יץ  Isa 29:20; 1QHa X,13 2  ָערִּ
ישַָזדֹון  Sir 15:8 1  אִּ
ישַָכָזַב  Sir 15:8 1  אִּ
ד  1QHa X,13 1  בֹוגֵׁ
ה  Prov 20:1 1  הֹומֵׁ
ד  Sir 32:18 1  זֵׁ
ָטא  Ps 1:1 1  ח 
ַש  Sir 31:26 1  לֹוטֵׁ
ַא יַָשוְּ תֵׁ  Sir 15:8 1  מְּ
 Prov 3:34 1  ָנלֹוז
ַל ע  י  לִּ דַבְּ  Prov 19:29 1  עֵׁ
ַ ע   1QHa X,13 1  פֹושֵׁ
י תִּ  Prov 1:22 1  פֶּ
ַן דַָאוֶּ  Isa 29:20 1  שֹוקֵׁ
Table 3.103. ץ  in Associations of Opposition לֵׁ







Prov 3:34; 9:7, 8; 15:12; 21:11; Sir 15:8 
Sir 32:18 (x2) 
Prov 13:1 
 ָיָשַר





 Prov 14:6; 19:25 2  ָנבֹוַן
יק דִּ  Prov 3:34; 9:8 2  צ 
יֹוַן בְּ  Isa 29:20 1  אֶּ
 Isa 29:20 1  ָעָנו
ַי  Prov 3:34 1  ָענִּ
ץ  wise). Its most) ָחָכם scoffer) occurs most frequently in associations of opposition with) לֵׁ
frequent association of similarity is with ָרָשע (wicked). It also shares frequent associations 
with ָחָמס (violence) and יל סִּ  fool). Because two of its three associations are frequent) כְּ
associates of ע ע and it shares 10 unique associations with frequent associates of ר   the ,ר 




ף 3.4.2  (impious) ָחנֵׁ
ף ף occurs 16 times in the analysed texts [13; 3; 0; 0; 0]. In total ָחנֵׁ  (occurs 9 times (56% ָחנֵׁ
with at least one semantic association, 2 of these being in Ben Sira. It occurs once with a 
semantic association of opposition.386 Table 3.104 shows the semantic associations of 
similarity. 
Table 3.104. ף  in Associations of Similarity ָחנֵׁ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
 Job 20:5; 27:8; Prov 11:9; Sir 16:6 4  ָרָשַע
ָטא  Isa 33:14 1  ח 
ע ר   Isa 9:16 1  מֵׁ
 Sir 40:15 1  ָחָמס
ָרה בְּ  Isa 10:6 1  עֶּ
ָּול  Job 27:8 1  ע 
ָבָלַה רַנְּ הַדֹובֵׁ  Isa 9:16 1  פֶּ
ַל יַאֵׁ חֵׁ  Job 8:13 1  שֹוכְּ
The only frequent associate of ף  wicked). Because of this and its) ָרָשע impious) is) ָחנֵׁ
occurrence in 5 unique associations with frequent associates of ע  and another 2 unique ר 
associations with words analysed as being within the semantic domains of ע  in the second ר 
round, the evidence is in favour of including ף ע within the semantic domains of ָחנֵׁ  .ר 
3.4.3 Discussion: Third Round 
The analysis of ץ ף scoffer) and) לֵׁ  impious) supports their inclusion in the semantic) ָחנֵׁ
domains of ע   .ר 
3.5 Semantic Association Findings 
3.5.1 What Was Found 
The goal of the semantic association analysis was to identify and map the semantic 
domains appropriate to the study of the term ע  bad). To some extent this goal was) ר 
achieved. However, certain areas of use of ע  lack representation in the analysis (see ר 
§3.5.2).  
Figure 3.1 (below) shows a map of the semantic associates found to be within the semantic 
domain(s) of ע  in the above analysis.387 Potentially separate domains were linked using ר 
 
 
386 The association occurs with יק דִּ  .righteous) in Prov 11:9) צ 
387 My method of mapping the semantic domains is inspired by that of Burton. For example see Burton, The 
Semantics of Glory, 255. Haspelmath discusses various uses of semantic maps. Martin Haspelmath, ‘The 
Geometry of Grammatical Meaning: Semantic Maps and Cross-Linguistic Comparison’, in The New 
Psychology of Language, ed. Michael Tomasello, vol. 2 (Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum, 2003), 211–42. 
Linguistic Discovery also produced an issue dedicated to the various aspects of semantic maps. Michael 
Cysouw, Martin Haspelmath, and Andrej Malchukov, ‘Introduction to the Special Issue “Semantic Maps: 




different colours. Borders around words from within the word family of ע  are all coloured ר 
blue and associations between words within the word family are blue. Likely antonyms 
(words occurring frequently as the primary opposition of a selected word) are given in red 
below the word. Words that were noted in the analysis as possible periphery members have 
dotted lines as borders and double lines connecting them to their associates. The thickness 
of each line represents the frequency of associations between words. However, only 
associations that occurred three or more times are displayed. Thick dark lines are used 
where associations were so frequent that it was impractical to display them to scale. They 
represent associations that occurred more than 30 times. 
Figure 3.1. Semantic Associations Network for ַע  ר 
Figure 3.1 displays four domains which will be referred to as the ָרָשע (EVILDOER), ַן  ָאוֶּ
(DECEIT), ָעוֺן (SIN), and ָרָעַה (DESTRUCTION) domains.388 The coloured clouds cover the terms 
 
 
388 The Hebrew headwords for each of these domains were selected based on the strength of their association 
to ע  domain despite its ָרָעה was chosen to represent the ָרָעה .and the other members of their domain ר 
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within each domain. The decision was made to only half cover ָרָעה with the red cloud 
because it demonstrates significant links with other domains. Additionally, the decision 
was made to only include periphery terms in a domain if they were directly linked with a 
core term. In effect this only meant ר בֶּ ן was left outwith the שֶּ  ָדם  domain. Because ָאוֶּ
(blood) did not seem to have a close affinity with any particular domain it was not included 
within any. 
The ָרָשע and ן  domains demonstrate extensive interlinking (visualised with overlapping ָאוֶּ
domain clouds). These links occur in contexts where words from the ן  domain occur in ָאוֶּ
phrases which modify the semantics to that of a person who does the action (e.g. ֶַּיַָאו ןפֹוֲעלֵׁ ; 
doers of villainy). The need for a phrasal use was deemed sufficient evidence for 
distinguishing them as separate groups of terms. However, because of the extensive 
interlinking, the ָרָשע and ן  domains will be considered as representing one major ָאוֶּ
domain which is split by whether or not a word as its own phrase can refer to an evildoer. 
The rare term ק  .thin) was not found to be connected to any of the domains in Figure 3.1) ר 
Figure 3.1 shows that three terms appear to frequently bridge all major domains. ע  ר 
frequently participates in all domains; although its only frequent participation in ָרָעה is 
through the phrasal use: ָרָעה ָיהַ  (blood) ָדם evil) and) ָרָעה .(bad animal, bottom left) ח 
frequently participate in the ָרָעַה and ָעוֺן domains and ַן  subdomain.389 ָאוֶּ
While both ָרָעַה and ָעוֺן domains contain a core set of three words which are associated 
with each other very frequently, the other major domain does not. However, the ָרָשַע 
subdomain is characterised by its headword’s frequency and use in the antonym pair ָרָשע 
(wicked) :: יק דִּ  .(righteous) צ 
It is noteworthy that both ָרָעַה and ָעוֺן domains share asymmetrical relationships with 
words in the ע ע word family. That is, while ר   evil) are associated frequently with) ָרָעה and ר 
both domains, these associations are infrequent compared to the highly frequent trio of 




significant links to the ָעוֺן domain. It was deemed the best choice as it appears to function as a superordinate 
of the other terms in the ָרָעה domain. 






Through the association analysis, ע  was found to participate in at least three major ר 
domains of usage. These were identified as: 
ן and ָרָשַע .1  ,(EVILDOER and DECEIT) ָאוֶּ
 ,(SIN) ָעוֺן .2
 .(DESTRUCTION) ָרָעה .3
The operation of ע  within each of these major domains is the basis of the analysis in ר 
Chapter 4. 
Despite the apparent success of the association analysis, certain domains of use of ע  are ר 
entirely missing from Figure 3.1. For example, as seen in Chapter 2 (§2.3.4), ע  may be used ר 
to describe things such as emotional states. Additionally, the presence of ק  thin) in) ר 
Figure 3.1 draws attention to another area largely missing: COMMODITY (see §3.3.3). Domains 
are missing where the use of ע  in such domains does not often occur in semantic ר 
associations of similarity. Although outwith the scope of this project, other methods must 
be employed to more fully plot the remaining semantic domains of ע  .ר 
This may appear to some as a failure of the method. However, this method does an 
excellent job of eliminating contamination from the researcher’s own conceptual domains. 
Therefore, while semantic domains may not be completely mapped using this method, it 






Chapter 4: Semantic Domain Analysis 
In Chapter 2 I examined the schematic contribution of ע  to the elements it modifies. It ר 
was concluded that, in general, ע  .provides a negative qualification to an element ר 
However, it was expected that use in certain domains could lead to variation in the 
meaning of ע ע This was found in Chapter 2 (§2.3.8) where the meaning of .ר   was found to ר 
follow a standard pattern in the ָעוֺן domain (§4.2.2). The finding highlighted the 
importance of the analysis in Chapter 3 and in this chapter (which, in part, led to the 
finding). 
In Chapter 3, an association analysis of ע  was carried out. This was done in order to ר 
identify the different domains of use of ע  In Chapter 3 (§3.5), three major domains of .ר 
usage were identified: ָרָשַע and ַן ע In this chapter, the use of .ָרָעה and ;ָעוֺן ;ָאוֶּ  in these three ר 
major domains is explored. As with Chapter 2, this analysis involves close examination of, 
primarily, the immediate discourse making up occurrences of words in each domain (the 
immediate cognitive context, see §1.4.1.2). Through the analysis ע  is shown to take ר 
features of the cognitive categories (§1.4.1.1) of the domains it operates in. 
It must be stressed that the analysis in this chapter is not an exploration of the full domains 
of use of ע  That would require much additional work beyond the scope of the current .ר 
study (and additional methods for mapping the domains). Rather, the analysis in this 
chapter is a partial examination of the semantic domains identified in Chapter 3 with 
reference to words most likely to provide the greatest interpretive power for understanding 
ע   .in its relation to these domains ר 
4.1 Scope of Domain Analysis 
A full analysis of ע ע would deal with all words related to ר   .directly and indirectly ,ר 
Ultimately this could be stretched to a large portion of the language.390 However, it is easy 
to see that the less related a word is to ע  the less explanatory value it will have. For ,ר 
example, in Chapter 3 (§3.1.2.2) ָּגדֹול was eliminated from further analysis because it 
associates with ע  and because of the relatively small range of uses in ,טֹוב and its antonym ר 
which they co-occur. While the relationship is clearly of interest in understanding ע  it is ,ר 
of less interest than the relationship between ע  .(which have extensive links) ָרָשע and ר 
 
 
390 It might even be argued that a full analysis should take account of the whole language (not to mention 
world knowledge) because only this would grant a full picture. In terms of taking into account a large variety 
of words, Sawyer writes ‘An “associative field” would include all the words associated in any way with a 
particular term’ and ‘many linguistic phenomena occur not just in relation to synonyms or the like, but also 
with opposites. Various types of interference are liable to occur among words associated by any one of the 




Similarly, some of the terms plotted in chapter 3 (§3.5.1) will provide less value for 
understanding ע  than others. It may be safely assumed that a tangentially related term ר 
like ָמה ע provides less value for understanding זִּ ָבה than the word ר   through which it is ּתֹועֵׁ
primarily related. So while it would be preferable to complete a full study of all the words 
plotted in chapter 3 (§3.5.1), there is not scope in the present work for such an undertaking. 
It is, therefore, necessary to determine and apply some criteria to limit the close analysis 
to words which will theoretically provide the most value. 
Particularly rare words can be immediately eliminated from this selection because they 
will not be used enough to derive any meaningful conclusions. This eliminates the frequent 
associate ק  from further consideration (§4.1.1.7). Criteria for further limitation can be ר 
profitably derived from criteria used for identifying collocations in corpus linguistics. 
These criteria include: distance; frequency; exclusivity; directionality; dispersion; type-
token distribution; and connectivity.391 Each criteria along with a brief definition can be 
seen in Table 4.1. 
Table 4.1. Criteria for Identifying Collocations.392 
Criteria Definition 
1. Distance Refers to the distance from the word under study. 
2. Frequency Frequency of collocation use. 
3. Exclusivity Refers to the exclusivity of a particular collocation. 
4. Directionality Collocations normally exhibit some form of asymmetric 
relationship. Directionality takes asymmetry into account. 




Takes account of the strength of relationship and the level of 
competition a collocate has with other collocates. 
7. Connectivity Collocates may be connected to a word through a particular 
collocation. Connectivity takes into account collocation networks. 
The first criterion, distance, is of little value in the selection of terms in the current analysis. 
During the association analysis, it was found that some terms exhibited strong semantic 
relationships across relatively large chunks of discourse. For example, m. ʾ Abot 2:9 contains 
a series of sayings using טֹוב, paralleled by a following series using ע  .ר 
 
 
391 Brezina, McEnery, and Wattam, ‘Collocations in Context: A New Perspective on Collocation Networks’, 
140–41. 




4.1a. m. ʾAbot 2:9a 
ְךַ רֶּ יאַדֶּ יַזֹוַהִּ אּוַאֵׁ אּוַּורְּ םַצְּ ׳ַָלהֶּ קַָבּהטֹוָבהַָאמ  ב  דְּ יִּ ָאָדַם⟦ ָהַ⟧ַשֶּ  
He said to them, ‘Go and see which is the good way that a person should cleave 
to it.’ 
4.1b. m. ʾAbot 2:9c 
ְךַ רֶּ יאַדֶּ יַזֹוַהִּ אּוַאֵׁ אּוַּורְּ םַצְּ ׳ַָלהֶּ ָּנהַָרָעהַָאמ  מֶּ קַמִּ ָרח  תְּ יִּ ָאָדַם⟦ָהַ⟧ שֶּ  
He said to them, ‘Go and see which is the bad way that a person should make 
themselves far from it. 
These two words are at a distance of 66 words from each other.393 Despite this they are 
related in a strong antonymic relationship. The structure of the sentences and discourse 
within which they are situated makes this clear. Looking purely at the sentences in 
examples 4.1a and 4.1b, we can see that the only differences in phrasing in the primary 
clause consists of the selection of adjective. The relative clause varies on verb selection and 
preposition choice which clearly varies in conjunction with the adjective selection. 
Therefore, in this analysis distance is an unreliable proxy for the strength of relationship. 
The third and sixth criteria, exclusivity and type-token distribution, could be adapted, but 
applying these criteria would necessitate a thorough analysis which would introduce it’s 
own ambiguity. Both require evaluation of the level of competition for a particular slot. To 
examine the level of competition would require comparing the frequency of association 
with a certain word to the frequency of association with other words. To correct for 
domain-related effects, this would need to be done within specific domains of use. 
However, it would require assigning domains of use to particular instances. Some of these 
may be clear, but others, such as in the case of ָרָעה—which occurs regularly in the ָרָעַה and 
 domains—may be less clear and so would require further analysis. The analysis ָעוֺן
required to implement these criteria would, therefore, defeat the purpose of using the 
criteria to limit the analysis. 
This leaves us with four criteria. These criteria are laid out in Table 4.2 below in terms of 
semantic associations. No particular weighting is placed on any of the criteria; however, a 





393 This depends on how ‘words’ are counted. If words are counted as groups of letters separated by a space it 
is 52. If all syntactic and semantic units such as the definite direct object marker, definite article, and 
pronominal suffixes are counted as words it is 66. If one wanted to count just content words the count would 
be lower, but still high. See Andersen and Forbes for words as blocks of text separated by a space. Andersen 




Table 4.2. Criteria for Prioritising Analysis of Semantic Associates. 
Criteria Definition 
1. Frequency Frequency of semantic association. 
2. Directionality Semantic associations normally exhibit some form of 
asymmetric relationship. Directionality takes asymmetry 
into account. 
3. Dispersion The distribution of use of the semantic association across 
the corpus under investigation. 
4. Connectivity Semantic associates may be associated through a particular 
phrase. Connectivity takes into account phrasal uses of 
lexemes in associations. 
4.1.1 Applying the Criteria 
The criteria will be applied to all terms identified in Chapter 3 (§3.5.1), Figure 3.1. I briefly 
describe the rationale for each criterion, then I apply the first criterion, frequency. Each 
word is then examined against the other criteria in order of frequency.394 
In terms of frequency, the words that show a strong relationship with ע  are expected to ר 
occur more frequently in relationship with ע  However, a word that demonstrates a lower .ר 
frequency of association may also be of interest if it is a rarer word. Frequencies of less than 
4 are not considered because at such a low rate of association, comments about dispersion 
and connectivity become next to meaningless.395 Therefore, such words are removed from 
consideration for close analysis. 
In applying criterion 2, directionality, to the current situation, what is of interest is the 
explanatory power of analysis for understanding ע  This means that the comparative .ר 
frequency of ע  s association with a particular word is more important than the reverse. As’ר 
such, if there is asymmetry where ע  demonstrates a comparatively strong relationship ר 
with a word, but that word does not appear to have a comparatively strong relationship 
with ע  it may be still worthy of analysis. Effectively this means criterion 2 is applied in ,ר 
the application of the frequency criterion. However, it may be instructive to note where 
asymmetry occurs. 
In terms of criterion 3, dispersion, the more ubiquitous a use is, the more likely it is to 
provide greater gains for understanding meaning. It is of interest to note the dispersion in 
 
 
ב 394 רֶּ ר ,חֶּ בֶּ ע are considered together due to the great overlap in their associations with ָרָעב and ,דֶּ  .ר 
395 With lower frequencies, comments about other criteria mean progressively less because there is a greater 




terms of broad text types (wisdom literature, prophecy etc) and corpus, in addition to 
across individual works (or books). 
Criterion 4, connectivity, is an important criterion to account for. If connectivity of ע  with ר 
another word is required for an association to take place, this may influence the usefulness 
of studying the associate. However, this will depend on other factors as well. Although 
exclusivity of association was eliminated as a main criterion, it is useful to consider 
exclusivity of collocation when connectivity is evidenced. 
Table 4.3: Association Frequencies of Lexemes and Phrases with ע  (for frequency ≥ 4) ר 




בַ ָרָשע רֶּ חֶּ
ַ  רֹע 
ַר ָרָעַה בֶּ ן דֶּ  ָאוֶּ
 ָעוַֺן
 ָרָעַב
ק  ר 
 ָחָמַס
ָבַה  ּתֹועֵׁ
 (wicked) ָרָשע  4.1.1.1
The association with ָרָשע primarily occurs in psalms and wisdom literature. It is spread 
over Psalms, Job, Proverbs, Sirach, and m. ʾAbot.396 It also occurs once in Ezekiel. However, 
this finding should not be unduly emphasised. Much of this effect is due to the general 
spread of ָרָשע across the corpuses. In the biblical corpus, ָרָשע occurs 73% of the time in 
Psalms and Wisdom Literature. Ezekiel contains the next most frequent use of ָרָשע. It is 
notable though, that the association does not once occur in the ‘extra-biblical’ Judean 
Desert corpus which contains roughly twice the uses of Ben Sira and the Mishnah (both of 
which demonstrate two associations each). 
This finding is suggestive of limited use of the ע||ָרָשע  association beyond Wisdom ר 
Literature. However, the association is ubiquitous in the Wisdom Literature. Additionally, 
it is dispersed across biblical texts, Ben Sira, and the Mishnah, and it is the most common 
association of similarity with ע ע and ָרָשע ,In terms of connectivity .ר   co-occur with a ר 
variety of terms. For example, in Ezekiel 7:21 and 24 the association is between ץ יַָהָארֶּ עֵׁ שְּ  רִּ
(the wicked of the earth) and ם ּגֹויִּ יַ  the bad of the nations). They also occur in) ָרעֵׁ
association as individual words (e.g. Ps 10:15). This flexibility of use is suggestive of a greater 




396 m. ʾAbot is considered an ethical work, although not systematic. It also invites comparison to the books 
considered wisdom literature. As such I have included it in the category of wisdom literature. See Herford, 




ָעבָר  ,(sword) ֶחֶרב 4.1.1.2  (famine), and ֶדֶבר (plague) 
The ב רֶּ ר and ,ָרָעב ,חֶּ בֶּ  .ָרָעב associations co-occur across all five of the associations with דֶּ
ב רֶּ ר and חֶּ בֶּ ר co-occur in the remaining דֶּ בֶּ  association. All but three of these uses occur דֶּ
with the phrase ַָר ָיהַ ָעַהח   (bad animal). One of these, where ע  appears on its own, is ר 
textually suspect and may be an omission error (Sir 39:29);397 in another instance it occurs 
with the phrase ים יםַָרעִּ ָליֵׁ  bad sicknesses, 4Q504 1-2iii8). Lastly, it occurs in a poetic line) ח 
as a superordinate encompassing ב רֶּ חֶּ דַ ת and י   Job 5:19-20). Although it is dispersed) ָמוֶּ
across biblical texts, Ben Sira, the Dead Sea Scrolls, and the Mishnah, as well as across legal, 
prophetic, and wisdom texts, in six of the eight uses it refers to animals that destroy as part 
of the phrase ָיהַָרָעה ע Furthermore, although .ח  ָיה is the most common collocate of ר   in ח 
these circumstances, it competes with ן  .(Sir 39:30) and null modification (Ezek 33:27) שֵׁ
That is, while ָיהַָרָעה ע is the common way of expressing the idea, it is not necessary for ח   ר 
to be present. Although these associations exhibit dispersion across text-types, they exhibit 
low contextual variation, and seem to indicate a standard set of judgements. 
4.2. Ezekiel 14:21a398 
יַ ֣ ָפט  תַשְּ ע  ֣ ב  י־ַארְּ ִֽ ַ֗הַַא֣ףַכִּ הֹוִּ רֲַאדָֹנ֣יַיְּ הַָאמ ָ֜ ַכֹֹ֨ יֹ֩ ים׀ַָהַכִּ בַַָרעִּ֡ רֶּ בוְַּחֶָּ֠ ָיֹ֤הַוְַַָּרָעָ֞ ַח  רוַָָרָעהֵ֙ בֶּ ַ֔ ַדֶּ
ַי ּתִּ חְּ ֖ ּל   שִּ
For thus says the Lord God “How much more when I send my four bad 
judgements, sword, and famine, and bad beasts, and plague… 
Therefore, an analysis of ב רֶּ ר and ,ָרָעב ,חֶּ בֶּ  is unlikely to contribute much to our דֶּ
understanding of ע  .ר 
 (badness) רַֹע  4.1.1.3
The ַ ַ ,association primarily occurs in Jeremiah (three times elsewhere). Similarly רֺע   רֹע 
occurs in 55% of its biblical uses in Jeremiah. This use in Jeremiah appears inflated due to 
two repeated uses: to refer to putrid figs, and to refer to the people’s deeds.399 It refers to 
additional areas outside Jeremiah (animals [Gen 41:3]; appearance [Neh 2:2]; and plans 
[1QHa XV,6]). It is dispersed between two prophetic books, one poetic, and one narrative. 
Strikingly, ַ  is rare at 30 uses in the analysed texts and yet is the second most frequent רֹע 
associate of ע  ;The rarity of the word will create difficulties drawing firm conclusions .ר 
however, it is not so rare as to assume it will be unprofitable. Although the ַ ע||רֹע   ר 
association and the use of ַ -is primarily in Jeremiah, it is adequately dispersed across text רֹע 
 
 
ַע 397  famine). This possibility is supported by the Old Greek which translates it as λιμος) ָרעַָב instead of ר 
(famine). Furthermore, the list is specific, but if ע  was used here there is no information to determine the ר 
specific referent. See Appendix C.1 for discussion. 
398 Also in §3.1.1.3 as example 3.11. 
399 These two uses also make up the entire set of uses of ַ  .in Jeremiah. To refer to figs: Jer 24:2, 3; 24:8; 29:17 רֹע 




types and contexts. In terms of connectivity, ַ י often occurs in the phrase רֹע  ֲעָללֵׁ מ  ַ -רֹע   
(corruption of [possessive pronoun] deeds) with a suffixed pronoun. However, it also 
occurs with other terms such as ב ת heart, Neh 2:2), and) לֵׁ בֶּ שֶּ חְּ  .(thought, 1QHa XV,6) מ 
Notably, it never occurs in association with ע ַ where neither ר  ע nor רֹע   are connected with ר 
something. This may be indicative of either a limited scope of meaning similarity, or may 
be driven primarily by the rarity of the word. It is likely that further analysis of ַ  will prove רֹע 
valuable in at least some areas of the use of ע  .ר 
 (evil) ָרָעה 4.1.1.4
The ָרָעה association is dispersed across biblical legal, narrative, prophetic, and wisdom 
texts. Although ָרָעה occurred most frequently in Jeremiah (24% of occurrences across all 
corpora), the ַָעהָר ע||  ָרָעַה association only occurred once in that book (Jer 32:32). While ר 
occurred 50 times in the extra-biblical corpora (14% of all occurrences), the ע||ָרָעה  ר 
association did not occur there. Given the association only occurs seven times, we might 
only expect to see one occurrence in this portion of the corpora,400 so it is not extraordinary 
that none occur. In terms of connectivity, when occurring with ע ,ָרָעה  is often combined ר 
with either ְך רֶּ  to do), making it something which) ָעָשה way; e.g. Ezek 20:43) or the verb) דֶּ
is done (e.g. Jer 32:30, 32).401 Similarly, ָרָעה is often combined with an action verb such as 
יא  Jer 32:30, 32). This is suggestive of a specific domain) ָעָשה to bring; e.g. 1 Kgs 21:21) and) ָהבִּ
of overlap between the two words. Due to the high frequency of ע ר  ָרָעה and ָעָשהַ ְךַ רֶּ  דֶּ
phrases—which combined make up 20% of all uses of ע  is ָרָעה further analysis of—ר 
desirable as it relates to a high proportion of ע  .uses ר 
 (villainy) ָאֶון  4.1.1.5
The ן  .association exhibits dispersion across biblical prophetic, wisdom, and poetic texts ָאוֶּ
This is in line with the dispersion of ן  itself, which occurs 83% of the time in these texts ָאוֶּ
across the entire analysed corpuses. At most we might expect one occurrence in the rest of 
the texts,402 so it is not extraordinary that none occur. ן ע occurs with ָאוֶּ  in a variety of ר 
configurations: in the construct phrase ן י־ָאוֶּ ֲעשֵׁ ב Isa 59:6); with the participle) מ   Ezek) חֹושֵׁ
11:2; Mic 2:1); and with null connectivity (Ps 36:5; Prov 12:21). Although a less frequent 
word—occurring only 83 times in the analysed texts—ן  appears to share some ָאוֶּ
important links with ע  They are frequently associated, this being across a variety of texts .ר 
and in a variety of configurations. Therefore, further analysis of ן  .is desirable ָאוֶּ
 
 
400 Statistically, the expected rate of occurrence is less than one: 0.95. 
401 One of the instances of association was with ָרָעַה ָיהַ  Ezek 14:22). This is of interest, but given the) ח 
argument presented in §4.1.1.2 it presents an area that is unlikely to shed much light on ע  This leaves a .ר 
frequency of six rather than seven in terms of associations of greater interest for the meaning of ע  .ר 




 (iniquity) ָעוֺן 4.1.1.6
The ָעוֺן association exhibits dispersion across prophetic (and prophetic pesher), wisdom, 
and historical texts. It occurs across biblical texts, as well as in Ben Sira and the Dead Sea 
Scrolls. The spread of the ע||ָעוֺן  ָעוַֺן association does not line up with the distribution of ר 
across texts. Qumran and Ben Sira receive a greater proportion than we might expect. 
However, no statistically reliable conclusions can be drawn from this due to the small total 
size. In terms of connectivity it falls on the side of ע  in this association. It occurs modifying ר 
the word ְך רֶּ ה way; Ezek 36:31) and) דֶּ ֲעשֶֹּ  work; Ezra 9:13; 4Q169 3-4iii4). It occurs in) מ 
conjunction with the verb ָעָשה (to do) in Ben Sira 7:2, and with ֵַׁמ -סּורַ  (turn from) in 
Proverbs 16:6. This may suggest it connects with ע  ָרָעַה in similar circumstances to when ר 
connects with ע ע see §4.1.1.4). For the same reasons—the frequent occurrence of) ר   in ר 
these circumstances—it is desirable to study ָעוֺן further. 
 (thin) ַרק  4.1.1.7
The ק  ,association exhibits no dispersion. It exclusively occurs in Genesis 41. Furthermore ר 
the word occurs exclusively in Genesis 41. No reliable conclusions can be drawn concerning 
ע ק through examining ר   .ר 
 (violence) ָחָמס  4.1.1.8
The ָחָמס association exhibits dispersion across biblical prophetic and poetic texts. This 
does not line up with the dispersion of ַָמסָח  itself, which occurs 51% of the time in these 
texts across the analysed corpuses. However, no statistically reliable conclusions can be 
drawn from this due to the small total size, and its distribution across corpuses is as may 
be expected.403 Its connectivity pattern is fairly similar to what was seen with ן  This is .ָאוֶּ
unsurprising given they appeared closely related in the semantic map (§3.5.1). ָחָמס occurs 
in the phrases לַָחָמַס ף ,(Isa 59:6) ֹפע  כ  רַב  שֶּ יַם Amos 6:3), and) ָחָמסַא  ישֲַחָמסִּ  Jon 3:8).  In) אִּ
the last two cases it occurs with ָרָעה ְךַ רֶּ ע and דֶּ ר   respectively. In one instance the ָאָדםַ
relationship is in dispute (Amos 6:3).404 This association demonstrates lower frequency and 
lower dispersion than that of ן  would be of interest ָחָמס Although an in depth analysis of .ָאוֶּ




403 Statistically, the expected rate of occurrence in Ben Sira and the Judean Desert corpuses is less than one: 
we might expect 0.95 occurrences. 
404 The exact meaning of ס תַָחָמִֽ בֶּ ֶַ֥ י֖שּוןַשֶּ ּגִַּ ּת  ַעַוַ  ֣יֹוםַָרָ֑ ַ֖יםַלְּ דִּ נַ  מְּ ִֽ  Oh ones who put away the evil day and you bring) ה 
near the seat of violence) is disputed (as the different interpretations in the commentaries attest). However, 
the verbs are in parallel and the two versets are syntactically parallel. At minimum this structure would create 




ָבה 4.1.1.9  (abomination) ּתֹועֵׁ
The ָבה  association is dispersed across biblical legal, historical, and prophetic texts. It ּתֹועֵׁ
exhibits connectivity similar to that associated with ָרָעה and ָעוֺן. That is, when associated 
with ָבה ע ,ּתֹועֵׁ ְך to do) and noun) ָעָשה is connected with the verb ר  רֶּ  way). This) דֶּ
association demonstrates lower frequency than those of ָרָעה and ָעוֺן. Additionally, two of 
these associations are identical in phrasing, being a synoptic text (2 Kgs 21:2||2 Chr 33:2). 
Although an in depth analysis of ָבה  would be ideal, it is likely to be of less value than ּתֹועֵׁ
the study of other terms. 
4.1.2 Selected Words for Close Analysis 
As a result of applying the criteria in Table 4.2, five words were chosen for close analysis. 
These words are: ָרָשע, ַ ן ,ָרָעה ,רֹע   .ָעוֺן and ,ָאוֶּ
4.2 Usage of ע  Within Chapter 3 Domains ר 
The analysis will be carried out by domain. For each domain and subdomain, a partial 
analysis of the domain will first be carried out. This is done with reference to the terms 
identified (above) as most likely to provide the greatest interpretive power for 
understanding ע ע This is followed by an application of the findings on each domain to .ר   .ר 
Last, a comparison is made between ע ַ) word family terms רעע and the ר   (ָרָעה and רֹע 
identified for further analysis in §4.1. Figure 3.1 from Chapter 3 identifies terms considered 




Figure 4.1. Semantic Associations Network for ַע  ר 
Three major domains were identified: 
ן and ָרָשַע .1  ,or EVILDOER and DECEIT ָאוֶּ
 ,or SIN ָעוֺן .2
 .or DESTRUCTION ָרָעה .3
These domains are analysed in order. Major domain one (ָרָשַע and ן  is analysed in two (ָאוֶּ
sections (§§4.2.1.1-4.2.1.2). This is followed by an analysis of major domain 2 (4.2.2§ ;ָעוֺן) and 
major domain 3 (4.2.3§ ;ָרָעה). Derivational relationships are analysed in §4.2.4. 
Given the findings of §4.1.1.2 which eliminated ב רֶּ ר and ,ָרָעב ,חֶּ בֶּ  ,from close consideration דֶּ
one might wonder about the inclusion of the ָרָעַה domain in the analysis. This can be 
explained as follows. While the core triad of terms were not selected for thorough analysis, 
the ָרָעה domain was highlighted as a significant feature in the association analysis of 
Chapter 3. Because of this, it was deemed important to examine the operation of the 
domain with reference to ָרָעה and ע  .ר 
Due to the partial nature of the analysis of each domain, a caveat needs to be mentioned. 
While it is intended that the analysis be as accurate a representation of each domain as 
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possible, the analysis is biased towards the terms selected in §4.1. This means some features 
which are argued to be core to their domains below may be found by future analysis to be 
core features of words identified in §4.1 rather than whole domains. Nevertheless, due to 
the close relationships between these words and ע  any such limitations will have less ,ר 
impact on the subsequent assessment of the use of ע  .ר 
4.2.1 Major Domain 1:  ָרָשע and  ָאֶון 
The first major domain was found to consist of two subdomains,  ָרָשע and  ָאֶון, with frequent 
semantic associations between the two. As discussed in Chapter 3 (§3.5.1), the associations 
between subdomains  ָרָשע and ָאֶון occur where words from the ָאֶון subdomain occur in 
phrases which as a unit refer to a person who does the ָאֶון action (e.g. ן יַָאוֶּ  doers of ;פֹוֲעלֵׁ
villainy). The ָרָשַע subdomain is examined first (§4.2.1.1), followed by the ַן  subdomain ָאוֶּ
(§4.2.1.2). 
4.2.1.1 Subdomain 1.1:  ָרָשע 
The ָרָשע subdomain is dominated by the word ָרָשע (wicked) which fills 65.7% of the uses 
of ָרָשע words in the analysed texts. I begin by analysing the domain with reference to ָרָשע 
(§4.2.1.1.1). After drawing preliminary conclusions about the subdomain (§4.2.1.1.2), I move 
on to the operation of ע  .(subdomain (§4.2.1.1.3 ָרָשַע in the ר 
4.2.1.1.1 Analysis of  ָרָשע (with a focus on  ָרָשע) 
The ָרָשַע subdomain consists entirely of HUMAN referents.405 Two broad areas of use are 
detected in ָרָשע. These relate to a position in a judicial process: that is, before or after a 
verdict. These two uses can be seen in Deuteronomy 25:1-2 (example 4.3). Words which 
indicate a legal case or judicial action are in purple. 
4.3. Deuteronomy 25:1-2 
ֶ֥הַ יֶּ הְּ י־יִּ ִֽ ַכִּ יבֵ֙ ַרִּ יןֲַאָנשִַּ֔ ֣ ל־ה ַבֵׁ ּוַאֶּ שֶ֥ ּגְּ נִּ טיםַוְּ ָפ֖ שְּ ּוּוַמִּ ָפטָ֑ ַםַוְַּשְּ יקּוֵ֙ ֵ֙ דִּ צְּ יקַוְַּהִּ ַ֔ דִּ ּצ  ת־ה  יעּוַאֶּ ֖ שִּ רְּ הִּ
ת־ָהַ עאֶּ ָרָשִֽ  
ם־ ָהָיֶ֛הַאִּ ֖כֹותַוְּ ןַה  ֶ֥ עָהַבִּ ֹוַַָרָשָ֑ ילֹ֤ פִּ הִּ ַוְּ טֵ֙ ּׁשֹפֵׁ ָכַ֣וְַּה  יַהִּ ֶ֥ דֵׁ יוַכְּ ָפָנַ֔ ָע֖תַהּוַלְּ שְּ ַררִּ ָפִֽ סְּ מִּ ֹוַבְּ  
If there is a dispute between men and they approach for judgment, they shall 
judge them and acquit the righteous and condemn the wicked. If the 
condemned person is a son of striking [i.e. deserves to be beaten], the judge 
will cause him to lie down. He [the punisher] will strike him in his [the judge’s] 
presence according to the number his wickedness requires. 
In the first use of ָרָשע it takes the usual role. However, in the second use, ָרָשע refers not to 
the wicked person (i.e. the guilty), but to the condemned. An important change in legal 
 
 
405 This could perhaps be broadened to include SPIRIT referents and include the special use of ל ע  י  לִּ  .(Belial) בְּ
Cases of ָרָשע words which do not have such referents behave in different ways and are not part of the 




status is involved between the uses of ָרָשע in example 4.3. The first occurs prior to the 
verdict, the second after the verdict. This distinction can be highlighted by reference to 
example 4.4.406 
4.4. Isaiah 5:23 
יַ ֶ֥ יָקֵׁ דִּ צְּ עַמ  ּנּוָרָש֖ ִֽ מֶּ ירּוַמִּ ֶ֥ יםַָיסִּ ֖ יָקִּ דִּ תַצ  ֶ֥ ָק  דְּ צִּ דַוְּ ח  בַשָֹ֑ קֶּ ֣ עֵׁ  
[Woe to those who] acquit the wicked for a bribe and the righteousness of the 
righteous they turn aside. 
This example is valuable because it demonstrates the case of perversion of justice, where 
the ָרָשע is declared to be יק דִּ יק This declaration is indicated by use of the Hiphil verb .צ  דִּ צְּ  הִּ
(aquit).407 Due to its technical nature, this second use of ָרָשע is unlikely to convey much 
insight for understanding ע  ,which does not appear as a technical judicial term. This does ר 
however, demonstrate the close links between ָרָשַע and judicial process, links that are seen 
for both ַן  .ָעוֺן and ָאוֶּ
 :appears to be used of those who act contrary to some standard of behaviour ָרָשע
HUMAN(NEGATIVE BEHAVIOUR).408 This standard is naturally tied to judicial requirements and 
to religious belief because the worldview represented by the corpus takes God as the 
ultimate judge of all (e.g. Ps 50:6, הּוא טַ שֹפֵׁ יםַ  This link is represented in various .(ֱאֹלהִּ
semantic associations with those who forsake or love the LORD or his law (examples 4.5 and 
4.6). Terms indicating the divine are given in orange here. 
4.5. Psalm 119:53 
יַמֵַׁזַ ַ נִּ תְּ ָחז  הֲַאַ֭ ָעָפ֣ יםלְּ ָ֑ ָשעִּ ִַַֽרְּ יַּתֹוָרתֶּ בֵַׁ֗ זְּ ַָךעֹ   
Raging seizes me because of the wicked, forsakers of your law. 
4.6. Psalm 145:20 
רַַ ֣ ַ֭הָוהַשֹומֵׁ ת־ָכל־יְּ יאֶּ תַָכל־ָהַַוֹאֲהָבָ֑ ֖ אֵׁ יםוְּ ֣ ָשעִּ יַדַרְּ ִֽ מִּ שְּ י   
The LORD keeps all who love him, and all the wicked he destroys. 
Use with reference to a human judge can be found in example 4.5. Due to a view of God as 
ultimate judge, the use with the human sense also often involves reference to God 
(example 4.5, ָך  your law). However, where such reference is not present (example ,ּתֹוָרתֶּ




406 See also Psalm 109:7. 
407 Cf. DCH, צדק, Hi. 
408 This also holds for the use to refer to the condemned, only in their case they have been declared to have 
acted against some standard, whether or not that is the case. 




4.7. Exodus 2:13 
ַָלִַֽ רֵ֙ אמֶּ ֵֹ֙ י יםַו  ָ֑ ּצִּ יםַנִּ ֖ רִּ בְּ יםַעִּ ֶ֥ י־ֲאָנשִּ ִֽ נֵׁ ֶ֛הַשְּ ּנֵׁ הִּ יַוְּ נִַּ֔ ּׁשֵׁ ֣יֹוםַה  ַב  אֵ֙ צֵׁ יֵׁ עו  ַַָ֖רָשַ֔ כֶּ ָמהַת  ַָךָלֶ֥ ִֽ עֶּ הַרֵׁ  
On the second [i.e. next] day he [Moses] went out, and behold, two Hebrew 
men were fighting. He said to the guilty one, ‘Why did you strike your 
neighbour?’ 
In the normal use of ָרָשע, there are a number of collocations with the  ָעוֺן domain [20; 0; 26; 
0; 0] which indicate the ָרָשע do 410.ָעוֺן However, unlike the ַן  ,subdomain (see Figure 4.1 ָאוֶּ
§4.2; and §4.2.1.2.1.b.i), combinative semantic associations are rare. In fact, there is only one 
combinative association between ָרָשע and ָעוֺן, and it is one of contrast rather than 
similarity. 
4.8. 1QHa VI,35 
רשעיַםעו}}ו{{ןַַפוקדוַפשעַשבילַסולחה  
…the one who forgives those who turn [from] transgression and punishes the 
iniquity of wicked ones. 
In example 4.8, the ָעוֺן  term ע ש   to turn) to form a) שּוב transgression) combines with) פֶּ
phrase that contrasts with ָרָשע. This example also demonstrates the kind of usage which 
indicates the ָרָשע does  ָעוֺן—that is, through the construct phrase עווןַרשעים (iniquity of 
wicked ones). 
Despite the lack of combinative associations, the rate of collocations between ָרָשע and  ָעוֺן 
is significantly more frequent in the Judean Desert corpus compared to that with ַן  ;20] ָאוֶּ
0; 1; 0; 0].411 This is partially reflected in a comparatively lower rate of occurrence for ַן  ָאוֶּ
than  ָעוֺן terms between the biblical and the Judean Desert corpus (461:89 or 5.18:1 and 
710:182 or 3.90:1 respectively).412 This could reflect a preoccupation with one domain of 
behaviour over the other for the communities that produced the Judean Desert texts 
(rather than a changing meaning). Therefore, although not devoid of relevant associations 
and collocations, the Judean Desert corpus exhibits few between ָרָשע and ן  Example 4.9 .ָאוֶּ
 
 
410 These are calculated as close proximity collocations (i.e. the collocations occur within the verse). Uses 
occur in: Isa 13:11; Ezek 3:18, 19; 18:21, 24; 21:30, 34; 33:8, 12, 14; Ps 36:2; Prov 5:22; 10:16; 15:8, 9; 17:15; 21:4, 27; 29:16, 
27; 1QpHab IX,9; XII,8; 1QHa VI,35; X,12; XII,35; 4Q511 63iii4. 
411 These are calculated as close proximity collocations (i.e. the collocations occur within the verse). Uses 
occur in: Exod 23:1, 7; Isa 53:9; 55:7; Hab 1:13; Ps 11:5; 28:3; 55:4; 58:4; 92:8; 101:8; 109:2; 140:5; Prov 10:6, 11; 11:8; 
12:5; 13:5; 19:28; 29:12; 1QHa XV,15. Two uses were not included: Ezek 13:22 because the ָרָשַע is not the one doing 
ן ן and Prov 12:21 because the use of ,ָאוֶּ  .ָרָשע relates to a punishment inflicted on the ָאוֶּ
412 That is, there were 3.90 occurrences of ָעוֺן terms in the biblical corpus for every one occurrence in the 
Judean Desert corpus, whereas there were 5.18 occurrences of ן  in the biblical corpus for every one in the ָאוֶּ
Judean Desert corpus. This was calculated based on a simple frequency of terms found to be within or on the 
periphery of the domains (710:182 vs 461:89). One correction was introduced in the case of a highly frequent 
polyseme of ָטאת ָטאת .(sin offering) ח   was associated with another term for an offering at least 77 times in ח 
the biblical corpus and 7 times in the Judean Desert corpus. However, the total occurrence of this polyseme 
is likely to be slightly higher. There are likely some occurrences where it does not associate with another term 




is the only use of ָרָשע in the Judean Desert corpus which is associated with a combinative 
use of ן  .ָאוֶּ
4.9. 4Q418 126ii6-7 
ַ[ַ--ש]ַַפקודתוַאוןַׄבעלילמשפטַלהשיבַנקםַ  
[ַ--דליםַ]ַלהריםַראושַורשעיםַלסגורַבעדַו  
… judgement to return vengeance on masters of villainy and punishment of [ 
-- ] to lock up the wicked and to raise the head of the poor [ -- ] 
Although this text is somewhat damaged, the semantic association is clear and it follows 
the general pattern of such associations in the Hebrew Bible (example 4.10). 
4.10. Psalm 92:8a 
ַ ח  רֹֹ֤ פְּ יםַבִּ ָשעִֹּ֨ יצּוַָכל־רְּ ָיצִּ ַ֭ בַו  שֶּ ֹוַעֵַׁ֗ מֶ֥ י׀ַכְּ ֲעלֵׁ ןַֹפ֣ ָאָ֑וֶּ  
When the wicked sprout like grass, and all doers of villainy flourish… 
4.2.1.1.2 Preliminary Conclusion 
The analysis of the use of ָרָשע appears to suggest that the  ָרָשע subdomain refers to a 
human viewed in terms of negative behaviour: HUMAN(NEGATIVE BEHAVIOUR). Such 
BEHAVIOUR is usually viewed in terms of JUDICIAL implications. That is, when ָרָשע is not 
being used in its specialised judicial use, it still relates to the JUDICIAL: the ָרָשע is someone 
who deserves to be declared ָרָשע. 
It also has very strong connections to judicial process and strong ties to both the ַן  ָאוֶּ
subdomain, and the  ָעוֺן domain. These ties both indicate the  ָרָשע does NEGATIVE ACTS. 
Although in the Judean Desert corpus there was strong bias towards uses in which the 
negative behaviour is ָעוֺן, this subdomain may be neutral with respect to whether the 
behaviour is from ָעוֺן or ן  413.ָאוֶּ
 ָרָשע  as Part of ַרע 4.2.1.1.3
Having partially considered how the ָרָשַע subdomain functions, we now turn to the use of 
ע  within the subdomain. We begin with some straightforward uses where core ר 
relationships are clear. 
Example 4.11 and 4.12 demonstrate two common uses of ע  In both, the uses can .ָרָשע with ר 
be clearly demonstrated to be modifying a HUMAN discourse element. The close semantic 
association between the words indicate that ע  subdomain in these ָרָשעַ participates in the ר 
uses. Orange is used to highlight important semantic parallels. 
 
 
413 The bias could be due to a preoccupation with one domain over the other, or even a collapse of use of the 
distinction between the domains, with ָעוֺן taking over. Further analysis would need to be conducted of how 





4.11. Proverbs 4:14-16 
חבְַּ ר  יםַַֹא֣ ָשעִּ ַ֭ רַבְַּרְּ ַאּׁשֵַׁ֗ ַאל־ּתְּ  אַוְּ ָֹ֑ ְךַאל־ָּתב רֶּ ֣ יםַדֶּ ִֽ ָרעִּ  
ֶַ֥ ָרעֵׁ ֲעָבר־בַַָ֑הּופְּ ָעָלַַֹ֣וַאל־ּת  הַמֵׁ ֖ טֵׁ ֹוַרַיושְּ ֲעבִֽ ו   
נ ִַֽ֭שְּ אַיִּ ֹ֣ יַל ֹ֤ אַַּוכִּ ֹ֣ ם־ל עיַָאִּ ָ֑ ַַּורֵׁ ָנָתַ֗ הַשְּ  ָלֶ֥ זְּ גְּ נִּ ִֽ אַַםוְּ ֶֹ֥ ם־ל וליַ אִּ ִֽ שִּ ּוכְּ  
Do not enter into the path of wicked ones, do not proceed in the way of bad 
ones. Avoid it, do not pass in it, turn away from it and pass on. Because they 
cannot sleep unless they have done bad, their sleep is robbed if they have not 
caused [someone] to stumble. 
In example 4.11, the pronouns in the second line refer back to ח ְך path) and) ֹאר  רֶּ  ,(way) דֶּ
but in the third line the verbs (and one pronoun) are masculine plural, taking ים ָשעִּ  and רְּ
ים  as their subject (and referent) and clearly referring to a group of HUMANS. These ָרעִּ
HUMANS are construed as doing lawless ACTS (e.g. robbing). 
4.12. Ben Sira 11:33 (A 4v25-27) 
ולידַלמהַמוםַעולםַתשַאַירעַכיַַרעגורַמ  
סלףַדרכךַויהפכךַמבריתיַךיוַרשעלאַתדבקַל  
Fear from a bad one, because he will father bad. Why should you bear an 
eternal blemish? Do not cling to a wicked one, he will subvert your way and 
turn you from your covenant. 
In example 4.12, we again see the verbs taking up ע  as their subjects, making it ָרָשע and ר 
clear that these words refer to HUMANS. However, the second use of ע  is the object of the ר 
verb יד  to father). Thus it refers to something that is brought about, and must modify) הֹולִּ
the element ACT. 
How do we treat uses that may be considered as  ָרָשע or ָאֶון? In example 4.13, ע  ר 
demonstrates links with both subdomains. 
4.13. Psalm 140:2, 5 
ַ֭הָוהַמֵַׁ יַיְּ נִּ ֣ צֵׁ ּלְּ םח  עַַָאָד֣ יַשמֵַָׁרָ֑ ֖ יםַאִּ ֣ יַ}...{ֲַחָמסִּ נִּ ִֽ רֵׁ צְּ נְּ ּתִּ  
יַ ֹ֤ ידֵׁ הַ׀ַמִִּ֘ הָוֹ֨ יַיְּ נִּ ֹ֤ רֵׁ עַָשמְּ ישמֵַָׁרָשַ֗ ֣ יםַאִּ ֣ ַיֲַחָמסִּ ָעָמִֽ ֹותַפְּ חֶ֥ דְּ ּוַלִּ בַ֗ שְּ רַָח  ֶ֥ יֲַאשֶּ נִּ ָ֑ רֵׁ צְּ נְּ ּתִּ  
Deliver me, LORD, from the bad man, rescue me from the man of violence {…} 
Keep me, LORD, from the hand of the wicked, rescue me from the man of 
violence, who plans to trip my feet. 
We may argue from a syntax perspective that it is most likely an example of ע  414.ָרָשע as ר 
However, consider the extensive links between  ָרָשע and  ָאֶון shown in Figure 4.1 (also see 
 
 
414 In this example the question of which subdomain ע  participates in rests on the question of which element ר 
ע ע combines with. Is it an ACT or a HUMAN? Syntactically speaking, the question hinges on whether ר   ר 
modifies ָאָדם through attributive or construct relations. It seems most likely that the use is attributive. DCH 
only identifies one use of ָאָדם in construct form in the pre-mishnaic texts (1QS XI,9). This suggests it would 
be highly unusual. Additionally, the parallel between verses 2 and 5 incorporates ים ישֲַחָמסִּ  in the second אִּ





§4.2.1.2.1.b.i). Such links exist between phrasal uses of ָאֶון terms and  ָרָשע terms, where 
people who do ָאֶון are conceptualised as being  ָרָשע. It is probably best to see ע  as ר 
functioning within both subdomains in this example rather than trying to determine 
specific function. 
a. HUMAN uses within and outwith  ָרָשע 
Given the findings above, ע  may operate within this subdomain where it modifies ר 
HUMAN(BEHAVIOUR). Therefore, the  ָרָשע subdomain is more specific than simply HUMAN 
uses of ע ע However, there is usage which may suggest that .ר   HUMAN can be used+ר 
generally, simultaneously encompassing meanings within and outwith the  ָרָשע 
subdomain. We first look at some uses of ע  .within the subdomain ר 
Examples 4.14 and 4.15 may be described as uses of  ָרָשע. 
4.14. Jeremiah 12:14 
ל־ָכל־ הַע  הָוַ֗ רַיְּ ֣ הַ׀ַָאמ  נַ כֹ֣ כֵׁ ַָהִַֽשְּ יםיֵ֙ הַַָרעִַּ֔ ֲחָלַ֔ ּנ  ִֽ ַב  יםֵ֙ עִּ גְּ ֹּנִֽ תַ־ה  יַאֶּ ֖ מִּ ת־ע  יַאֶּ ּתִּ לְּ ֶ֥ ח  נְּ ר־הִּ ֲאשֶּ
יַ ֹ֤ נִּ נְּ לַהִּ ָ֑ ָראֵׁ שְּ םיִּ ָמָתַ֔ לַַאדְּ ֣ ע  ַמֵׁ ָשםֵ֙ תְּ םַֹנִֽ ּתֹוָכִֽ ֹושַמִּ ּתֶ֥ הַאֶּ הּוָד֖ יתַיְּ ֶ֥ ת־בֵׁ אֶּ וְּ  
Thus says the LORD, ‘Concerning all my bad neighbours who strike the 
inheritance which I gave to my people Israel: behold, I am uprooting them 
from their land and I will uproot the house of Judah from their midst. 
In this example the ‘neighbours’ are characterised by their NEGATIVE BEHAVIOUR (orange) 
towards the people of Israel. This indicates that ע  combines with HUMAN(BEHAVIOUR) in ר 
this passage and is thus part of the  ָרָשע subdomain. It is also linked with the LORD’s JUDICIAL 
behaviour. 
4.15. Genesis 38:7 
הַ הּוָדַ֔ ֣כֹורַיְּ רַבְּ ֵ֚ יַעֵׁ הִַּ֗ יְּ עַו  ֖ הָוָ֑הַוַ ר  ֣יַיְּ ינֵׁ עֵׁ ַ֖בְּ תֵׁ מִּ ַהיְּ הָוִֽ הּוַיְּ  
Er, Judah’s firstborn, was bad in the eyes of the LORD, so the LORD put him to 
death. 
This example is more enigmatic. There is no clear indication from the discourse what it 
was that the LORD based the judgement on. However, on the basis of the worldview of the 
text, in which LORD is considered a righteous judge (cf. Gen 18:20-33), we can assess this 
text. This example has a JUDICIAL context, the LORD executes judgement against Er for being 
ע ע This indicates to us that whatever was .ר   about Er should be considered something ר 
requiring judgement. Therefore, this combinative use should be seen as one of 
HUMAN(NEGATIVE BEHAVIOUR) and part of the  ָרָשע subdomain. 
There are some combinative uses of ע  which are HUMAN, but are outwith, or partially ר 






4.16. Genesis 28:8 
יַ ֶ֥ וַכִּ ָשַ֔ אַעֵׁ ַֽ֣רְּ י  יַוָר֖עֹותַו  ִֽ קַָאבִּ ָחֶ֥ צְּ ֖יַיִּ ינֵׁ עֵׁ ןַבְּ ָנָ֑ע  ֣נֹותַכְּ בְּ  
Esau saw that the daughters of Canaan [i.e. Esau’s Canaanite wives] were bad 
in the eyes of Isaac his father. 
In this example (example 2.30, §2.3.2.1) it was found that while ע  predicatively modifies a ר 
HUMAN group, the modified element is HUMAN(KINSHIP). That is, it is with respect to their 
KINSHIP, not BEHAVIOUR that Isaac found the Canaanite women to be ע  Thus it would be .ר 
wrong to assume on the basis of their evaluation as ע  that these women deserve ,ר 
JUDGEMENT or do either  ָעוֺן or ן  .ָאוֶּ
The following example (example 2.33, §2.3.2.1) is more difficult. An element more specific 
than HUMAN(415(ָאָמה was not ultimately identified.  
4.17. Exodus 21:7a, 8a, c 
הַ}...ַ{ ָאָמָ֑ ּ֖תֹוַלְּ ת־בִּ ישַאֶּ ֶ֛ רַאִּ כֶֹ֥ מְּ י־יִּ ִֽ כִּ  וְּ
ם־ האִּ ּהַָרָעָ֞ דֹו־ָבִֽ גְּ בִּ ּהַבְּ ָר֖ ָמכְּ ּהַ}...{ַלְּ ָעָד֖ ר־לֹאַיְּ ֶ֛יָהֲַאשֶּ ֵ֧יֲַאדֹנֶּ ינֵׁ עֵׁ בְּ  
If a man sells his daughter as a female slave {…} if [she is] bad in the eyes of 
her lord so that he has not designated her, {…} he has behaved treacherously 
with her. 
It was suggested that the element may be anything applicable to an ָאָמה (female slave). 
This would necessarily include HUMAN(BEHAVIOUR), but be wider than that. Therefore, this 
example may be superordinate to use within the  ָרָשע subdomain, partially overlapping 
with it.416 This use may indicate that different combinative uses of ע  HUMAN may be+ר 
considered together in a single domain of HUMAN(ANY-ע  417.(ר 
4.2.1.2 Subdomain 1.2:  ָאֶון 
The ן  It shows disproportionately low .ָעוֺן and ָרָשַע subdomain is less frequent than both ָאוֶּ
representation in the Mishnah, with words (other than ע  identified as within or on the (ר 
periphery of this subdomain occurring just 23 times.418 I begin by examining the subdomain 
with a focus on ן  After drawing preliminary conclusions about the subdomain .(4.2.1.2.1§) ָאוֶּ
(§4.2.1.2.2), I move on to examine the operation of ע ן in the  ר   .(subdomain (§4.2.1.2.3 ָאוֶּ
 
 
415 I.e. Anything applicable to an ָאָמה (female slave). 
416 We may speculate that if the ָאָמה was actually ָרָשע, the behaviour of the ָאדֹון (master) in this text might 
not be considered ָבָגד (treacherous). Regardless, this use does still suggest a general use of ע  .HUMAN+ר 
417 For example 4.17 this would be, more specifically, ָאָמה(ANY-ַע  This may be an ad hoc domain. People can .(ר 
create what Barsalou terms ad hoc categories in order to achieve specific goals. These may include categories 
(or domains) such as THINGS TO SELL AT A GARAGE SALE or PLACES TO LOOK FOR AN ANTIQUE DESK. Such categories 
are “not well established in memory,” but display prototypicality structures in the same way as entrenched 
categories such as FRUIT and FURNITURE. Lawrence W. Barsalou, ‘Ad Hoc Categories’, Memory & Cognition 11, 
no. 3 (1983): 1. 
418 See §3.5.1. Terms within: ן ָמה ;ָחָמס ;ָאוֶּ רְּ א ;ָעָמל ;מִּ ר ;ָשוְּ קֶּ ָלה ;ָכָזב :Terms on periphery .שֶּ וְּ  was not ָדם .שֹד ;ע 




4.2.1.2.1 Analysis of ָאֶון (with a focus on ָאֶון) 
An examination of ן  quickly demonstrates the subdomain revolves around the concept ָאוֶּ
of DECEIT (§a). In many uses of ן  it is construed as an ACT (§b). However, there are some ,ָאוֶּ
uses where it is construed as an EVENT (§c). Additionally, ן  appears to be used to refer to ָאוֶּ
PUNISHMENT for doing ן  punishment in kind; §d) and may also have been used of GUILT) ָאוֶּ
incurred for doing ן ַן .(e§) ָאוֶּ  can also be construed as a STATE (§f), and has been ָאוֶּ
considered linked to NOTHINGNESS (§g). 
a. ָאֶון, DECEIT, and SPEECH 
The link between this domain and DECEIT can be illustrated with reference to each of the 
terms within and on the periphery of the domain (examples 4.18-4.23). Terms which 
indicate a link with SPEECH are identified in orange. While SPEECH is not always a feature of 
the use of these terms, it helps identify the link with DECEIT. At times the discourse indicates 
the NEGATIVE result (or intent) of the DECEIT is to harm. Words which indicate this link are 
identified in purple. This colour scheme will be retained throughout §4.2.1.2. 
ן .4.18 ַ ,ָאוֶּ קֶּ רשֶּ , and א  (Zech 10:2) ָשוְּ
יםַ ֣ ָרפִּ ּתְּ יַה  ֵ֧ רּוכִּ בְּ ן־דִּ ַַָאַ֗וֶּ יםֵ֙ מִּ ֹוסְּ ּקִֽ ה  זּוַוְּ רָח֣ קֶּ ַה ַַשֶַּ֔ ֲחֹלמֹותֵ֙ ִֽ וַאו  רּוַַָּׁש֣ בֵַׁ֔ ד  לַיְּ בֶּ ֖ ּוןהֶּ מָ֑ חֵׁ ִֽ נ  ַַיְּ ןֵ֙ ל־כֵׁ ע 
֣עּו אןַַָנסְּ ַֹ֔ מֹו־צ ֲע֖נּוכְּ הַי  ִֽ יןַרֹעֶּ ֶ֥ י־אֵׁ ִֽ כִּ  
For the teraphim have spoken villainy, and the diviners have seen a lie, and 
the dreams of worthlessness they speak will comfort vainly. Therefore, they 
wander like sheep, they are afflicted because there is no shepherd. 
ר and ָחָמס .4.19 קֶּ  Deut 19:16, 18-19)419) שֶּ
י ִֽ ּוםַכִּ ד־ָיקֶ֥ ס־עֵׁ ישַַָחָמ֖ ָ֑ אִּ ֹותַבְּ ֲענֶ֥ הַ}...{ל  ֖בֹוַָסָרִֽ  
ֹ֤הַ ּנֵׁ הִּ בַוְּ ָ֑ יטֵׁ יםַהֵׁ ֖ טִּ ּׁשֹפְּ ּוַה  שֶ֥ ָדרְּ דוְּ ִֽ ַ־עֵׁ רֵ֙ קֶּ דַשֵֶּ֙ רָהעֵַׁ֔ קֶּ ֖ הַַשֶּ יוָעָנֶ֥ ִֽ ָאחִּ בְּ  
ר ֶ֥ ֲאשֶּ ֹוַכ  םַלַ֔ יתֶּ ֣ ֲעשִּ םַַו  ֖ ֲע֣שֹותַָזמ  ַָהַל  ָּתֶ֥ רְּ ע  ִֽ יוַּובִּ ָ֑ ָאחִּ עלְּ ָךַָר֖ ִֽ בֶּ רְּ ּקִּ מִּ  
If a violent witness arises against a man to testify against him rebelliously, {…} 
The judges will seek well, and behold, the witness is a lying witness. He 
testified falsely against his brother. You shall do to him as he planned to do to 
his brother. You shall purge the bad from your midst. 
ָמלעַָ .4.20  and שֹד (Prov 24:1-2) 
יַ ֣ שֵׁ ַאנְּ אַבְּ ּנֵׁ ק  ַ֭ הַַאל־ּתְּ םָרָעָ֑ ָּתִֽ ֹותַאִּ יֶ֥ הְּ ָאַ֗וַלִּ תְּ ַאל־ּתִּ  וְּ  
י־ דכִּ ֣הַַשַֹ֭ ּגֶּ הְּ ַ יֶּ םַוְּ ָבָ֑ ללִּ יַָעָמַ֗ תֵׁ פְּ םַשִּ ֶ֥ ָנַההֶּ רְּ ִֽ בֵׁ ד  ּתְּ  
Do not be jealous about men of evil. Do not desire to be with them. Because 




419 Although this example does not demonstrate ָחָמס as the object of a verb of SPEECH, it is still closely 




ָמה .4.21 רְּ  (Ps 50:19-20) מִּ
י ַ֭ ָּתַבְַּפִּ חְּ ֣ הָךַָשל  שֹונְַּּוַ ַָרָעָ֑ ידַלְּ ֶ֥ מִּ צְּ ַּת  ַהָךַ֗ ָמִֽ רְּ מִּ  
יָךַ ֣ ָאחִּ בַבְּ שֵׁ רַּתֵׁ ָ֑ בֵׁ ד  יתְּ פִּ ן־דִֹֽ ּתֶּ ַּתִּ ָךַ֗ מְּ ן־אִּ  ִֽ בֶּ בְּ  
You send your mouth with evil, and your tongue frames deceit. You turn [and] 
speak against your brother, you set slander on the son of your mother. 
א .4.22  (Ezek 13:7) ָכָזב and ָשוְּ
ֹוא ה־ֲַהלֹ֤ ֲחזֵׁ ִֽ אֵַָ֙שַמ  םַוְּ יתֶַּ֔ םּוֲַחזִּ ֶ֥ ס  קְּ ַַָז֖בכַַָמִּ רְּ ֲַָ֑אמ  יםֵַַ֙םּתֶּ רִּ מְּ ֹאִֽ הַוְּ הָוַ֔ ם־יְּ א  יַנְּ ֖ ֲאנִּ אַו  ֶֹ֥ ַַל ִַֽדִּ ַב  ַיּתִַּרְּ  
Have you not seen a vision of worthlessness and do you not speak a divination 
of falsehood, saying ‘declares the LORD’? But I have not spoken. 
ָלה .4.23 וְּ ר ,ע  קֶּ א and ,שֶּ  (Isa 59:3b-4) ָשוְּ
י ֹותֵׁ תִֽ פְּ ַשִּ םֵ֙ רּוכֶּ בְּ ר־דִּ קֶּ שֹונְַַּשֶַּ֔ םַלְּ ֖ הכֶּ ָלֶ֥ וְּ ַהַע  ִֽ ּגֶּ הְּ תֶּ  
ין־ אאֵׁ ֣ ַוְַַּקֹרֵׁ הּוֵ֙ ל־ֹּתֹ֨ ַע  ֹוח  ֱאמּוָנָ֑הַָבטֹ֤ טַבֶּ ָפ֖ שְּ יןַנִּ ֶ֥ אֵׁ קַוְּ דֶּ צֶַּ֔ רבְּ בֶּ א־ד  וְּ ֹוַַָשַ֔ לָהרֶ֥ ידוְַַָּעָמ֖ ֶ֥ ַןַהֹולֵׁ ָאִֽוֶּ  
Your lips speak a lie, your tongue mutters injustice. No one speaks out 
righteously. No one enters a case faithfully. [They] trust in emptiness, they 
speak worthlessness, they conceive trouble and father villainy. 
As these examples show, all terms within the ן  subdomain are tied with DECEIT and ָאוֶּ
SPEECH. However, they also demonstrate that the result or intent of such speech is 
considered harmful. In example 4.23, we also see that the ן  subdomain can, itself, be used ָאוֶּ
to describe ACTS that arise from such SPEECH. This highlights a common use of the 
subdomain and leads in to considering the use of ן  .as ACT ָאוֶּ
b. As ACT 
As a NEGATIVE ACT, ן  is something which is usually directed against humans.420 Example ָאוֶּ
4.24 demonstrates some of the actions which may be described as ן  .ָאוֶּ
4.24. Micah 2:1-2 
ֹויַ יהֵ֧ בֵׁ שְּ ן־חִֹֽ יּוַָאֶ֛וֶּ ֲעלֵׁ עַַֹפֶ֥ ַָר֖ רֵ֙ קֶּ בֹֹ֨ ֹורַה  אֹ֤ םַבְּ בֹוָתָ֑ כְּ שְּ ל־מִּ ּוָהַע  ֲעשַ֔ ַםי  לַָיָדִֽ ֖ אֵׁ ש־לְּ יַיֶּ ֶ֥ כִּ  
ּווְַּ דֹ֤ ַוְַַָּחמְּ לּוָשדֹותֵ֙ יםַוְַַָּגָזַ֔ ֖ אּוּוָבּתִּ קּוֵַ֙וְַַָּנָשָ֑ שְּ ַֹוַָעִֽ ֲחָלתִֽ נ  ישַוְּ ֖ אִּ ֹוַוְּ יתַ֔ רַּובֵׁ ֣בֶּ ּגֶּ  
Woe to those who plan villainy and do bad upon their beds! In the light of the 
morning they do it, because it is in the power of their hand. They covet fields 
and seize [them], and houses and take [them]. They oppress a man and his 
house, and a man and his inheritance. 
To do ן ַן is clearly more than just to deceive someone. The person who does ָאוֶּ  perpetrates ָאוֶּ
unjust acts. However, the act of DECEIT in SPEECH should not be separated too firmly from 
the ACTS listed in example 4.24. Example 4.19, in reference to false testimony, demonstrated 
 
 
420 It is sometimes used in ways that suggest an attempt to deceive the divine (e.g. Isa 1:13). This finding 
suggests that while anti-human behaviour is generally what is occurring, it is not the focus of this domain. 
This may be contrary to the findings of van Steenbergen in his worldview analysis. His findings for Isaiah 
suggest the distinction between ָעוֺן and ָאֶון relates to HUMAN-DIVINE versus HUMAN-HUMAN action. See van 




that SPEECH itself may be the ן  thing. It may be helpful to think of this in terms of SPEECH ָאוֶּ
ACTS. That is, ן  .SPEECH is speech which does something harmful ָאוֶּ
There are two features that stand out in the use of ן  as an ACT. Both are present in example ָאוֶּ
4.24. The first is its use in a construct phrase referring to a HUMAN who does ן  coloured) ָאוֶּ
according to the ָרָשַע domain). The second is its use with reference to 
PLANNING/PREMEDITATION (coloured pink). This second shows distinct links with SPEECH. 
b.i. Construct HUMAN use 
In 34 of the 83 occurrences of ן  ,it occurs in a construct HUMAN use.421 In such use (40%) ָאוֶּ
it commonly occurs in semantic parallel with 9) ָרָשע times) and other ָרָשַע terms (7 times). 
The most common phrase is ַן יַָאוֶּ  doers of villainy) occurring 23 times. This use can be) ֹפֲעלֵׁ
seen in example 4.25. 
4.25. Psalm 28:3-4a 
ם־ יַעִּ נִּ ֣ כֵׁ שְּ מְּ יםַַ֮אל־ּתִּ ָשעִּ ם־ַרְּ עִּ יַוְּ ֲעלֵֵׁ֫ ןֹפֹ֪ יַַָאֶ֥וֶּ ֣ רֵׁ ַ דֹבְּ םַוְּ ָ֑ יהֶּ עֵׁ ִֽ ם־רֵׁ לֹוםַעִּ הָשַ֭ בַַָָרָעַ֗ לְּ םבִּ ָבִֽ  
םַכְַּ ֣ ן־ָלהֶּ לַָּתֶּ ַ֮םַּוכְַָּפע  ע  ַיַרֹֹ֪ לֵֵׁ֫ לְּ ע  ִֽ םמ  ֶ֥ הֶּ  
Do not drag me away with the wicked and with doers of villainy, those who 
speak peace with their neighbours, but evil is in their heart. Give to them 
according to their deed, and according to the corruption of their deeds… 
In this example, we see the wicked in a close semantic parallel with ן ָאוֶּ יַ  doers of) ֹפֲעלֵׁ
villainy). This particular group is further qualified as being deceitful—speaking peace 
while planning otherwise. Verse 4 makes it clear that this is more than talk; it involves acts 
deserving judgement. 
b.ii. PREMEDITATION and SPEECH 
There is a strong link between ן  and plans. It often occurs in uses that refer to SPEECH and ָאוֶּ
imply PREMEDITATION. However, it appears most clearly in connection with the noun 
ָשָבה חְּ ב plan) or verb) מ  ן .(to plan) ָחש   occurs with at least one of these terms 10 times ָאוֶּ
(12% of occurrences).422 Example 4.26 demonstrates use with terms of SPEECH and ב  .ָחש 




421 This use seems most common with ן  :but can be seen with other terms to varying degrees. For example ,ָאוֶּ
ַר ;(Ps 11:5) ָחָמס קֶּ ָלַה and ָעָמל .(Ps 101:7-8) שֶּ וְּ  but do occur in the ,ָרָשַע do not occur in direct association with ע 
construct HUMAN use (e.g. Ps 94:20; 2 Sam 7:10). ָמַה רְּ  and the construct HUMAN ָרָשע only once occurs with מִּ
use is less clear than with other terms (Ps 109:2). 




4.26. Psalm 36:4-5 
 
י ַ֭ י־פִּ רֵׁ בְּ ןוַדִּ הּוַָא֣וֶּ ָמָ֑ רְּ יבַמִּ ִֽ יטִּ הֵׁ ילַלְּ ֣ כִּ שְּ ה  לַלְּ ֖ ָחד   
ן ב׀ַַָאֹ֤וֶּ שַֹ֗ חְּ ֹוַַי  בֶ֥ ָכֵ֫ שְּ ל־מִּ ִֽ ֹובַע  ְךַלֹא־טָ֑ רֶּ ֣ ל־דֶּ בַע  ּצֵׁ י  ַ֭תְּ עַיִּ ָאִַֽסָר ַ֗ מְּ אַיִּ ֹ֣ ל  
The words of his mouth are villainy and deceit, he has ceased acting wisely and 
doing good. He plans villainy on his bed, he takes his stand in a not-good way, 
he does not reject bad. 
In this example, the first use of ן ַה word) and) ָדָבר is connected to speech terms ָאוֶּ  פֶּ
(mouth). This is expressed in ceasing to act wisely or do good. The second use of ן  is ָאוֶּ
connected with ב ע .being explicitly described as something PLANNED ,ָחש   refers to ר 
NEGATIVE BEHAVIOUR. This is clear through the parallel ְךַלֹא־טֹוב רֶּ ע || דֶּ  This example links .ר 
the ן  .subdomain with SPEECH, PLANNING and IMPLEMENTATION of NEGATIVE ACTS ָאוֶּ
4.27. Isaiah 55:7 
בַ ֲעזֹֹ֤ ַי  כַַָ֔רָשעֵ֙ רְּ ישֹוַוְַּד  ֶ֥ ןַאִּ יַָא֖וֶּ בָֹתָ֑ שְּ חְּ המ  ֲחמֵַׁ֔ יר  ִֽ ַוִּ הָוהֵ֙ ל־יְּ בַאֶּ ָישֹֹ֤ ּוַוַוְּ  
Let the wicked forsake his way, and the man of villainy his plans. Let him turn 
to the LORD, that he may show him mercy… 
This example illustrates both the link between ָרָשַע and ן  through the construct HUMAN ָאוֶּ
use, and the connection between ן  is construed ָרָשע and PLANNING.423 In this example, the ָאוֶּ
as one who behaves a certain way, and the ן ישַָאוֶּ  as one who plans. They act in a manner אִּ
that is worthy of judgement and are so called to turn to the LORD (the judge) for mercy.424 
This may suggest that even as the construct HUMAN use presents the person who does ַן  ָאוֶּ
as someone who behaves a certain way, PREMEDITATION is still implied. Consider example 
4.28: 
4.28. Job 22:15 
רַ ֖ רֲַאשֶּ ֹמָ֑ שְּ םַּתִּ חַעֹוָל֣ ר  ֹא֣ ֣כּוַה  יָדרְּ תֵׁ ן־מְּ ָאִֽוֶּ  
Will you keep the way of old which men of villainy have trod? 
In this example, PREMEDITATION is not explicit. The construction refers to people 
characterised by an ACT. However, the type of ACT could comfortably be taken as referring 
to that which is PREMEDITATED. Regardless of how we explain this, example 4.28 does 
 
 
423 Van Steenbergen also notes the importance of this connection with planning, van Steenbergen, Semantics, 
World View and Bible Translation, 137. 
424 The logic of the passage appears to be that God is greater in glory, with the glory term פאַר appearing in 
verse 5 and the conceptual metaphor of GLORY IS HEIGHT appearing in verse 9. Burton has demonstrated that 
the GLORY IS HEIGHT metaphor is a subset of POWER IS HEIGHT. Therefore, if this analysis is correct, the verse 
makes a plea to the wicked (and man of villainy) to turn from their behaviour and plans because they are not 
what God approves of (verse 8) and because God is all powerful (verse 9), being much higher in glory. Marilyn 
E. Burton, ‘“Yours, LORD, Is the Greatness and the Power and the Glory and the Victory and the Majesty”: 
Some Implications of Semantic Analysis for a Biblical Theology of Glory’ (International Organization for the 




caution against seeing a hard division between ָרָשַע and ן  .in the construct HUMAN use (cf ָאוֶּ
example 4.13 §4.2.1.1.3). If BEHAVIOUR is profiled by one and PREMEDITATION by the other, 
there is overlap. 
c. As EVENT 
The EVENT use can be seen in example 4.29. 
4.29. Psalm 55:4 
תַ ֣ ֣יַָעָק  נֵׁ פְּ בַמִּ ֹולַאֹויֵַׁ֗ ּקֹ֤ עַמִּ י־ָרָשָ֑ יטּוכִּ ֶ֥ יַַָימִּ ֶ֥ ןָעל  יַָא ַ֗וֶּ ּונִּ מִֽ טְּ שְּ ַאֶ֥ףַיִּ ּובְּ  
…because of the voice of the enemy, because of the oppression of the wicked, 
for they drop425 villainy on me, and in anger they harass me. 
In this example, ן  .is clearly construed as something that happens to someone: an EVENT ָאוֶּ
However, there is an ACTOR (the wicked) which brings the EVENT to pass. This use is likely 
poetic, construing what is essentially an ACT as an EVENT through verb selection.426 Further 
uses of ן  .as an EVENT are discussed in the following sections ָאוֶּ
d. MISFORTUNE or PUNISHMENT? 
A commonly accepted sense of ן  is MISFORTUNE.427 Proverbs 22:8 (example 4.30) is ָאוֶּ
considered to be an example of such a use. 
4.30. Proverbs 22:8 
ַ ע  ֣ ָלהזֹורֵׁ וְּ ַ֭ ָצור־ַע  קְּ ןיִּ ָר֣תֹוַָאָ֑וֶּ בְּ טַעֶּ בֶּ ֖ שֵׁ ַהַוְּ ִֽ לֶּ כְּ יִּ  
The sower of injustice will reap villainy and the rod of his wrath will be 
finished. 
On the face of it, this example appears to support such an interpretation. ן  appears to be ָאוֶּ
simply a NEGATIVE EVENT which occurs to the sower of injustice.428 However, the worldview 
of the text has the LORD in ultimate control.429 Just four verses later we read: 
4.31. Proverbs 22:12 
ַד ִֽ יַבֹגֵׁ ֶ֥ רֵׁ בְּ ףַדִּ ּלֵַׁ֗ ס  יְּ תַו   ע  רּוַָדָ֑ ַ֭הָוהַָנ֣צְּ ֣יַיְּ ינֵׁ  עֵׁ
The eyes of the LORD observe knowledge and he subverts words of a traitor. 
 
 
425 This verb has caused some discussion. However, the text as it stands is understandable and so the meaning 
‘cause to move’ (i.e. drop) seems appropriate. Marvin E. Tate, Psalms 51-100, WBC 20 (Waco, TX: Word Books, 
Publisher, 1990), 51–52. 
426 This is supported in Tate’s translation (although he neglects to comment specifically on this). Tate, 50. 
Dahood translates it with a specific term ‘invective’. Mitchell Dahood, Psalms II: 51-100, Anchor Bible 17 
(Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1968), 32. 
427 So with DCH, BDB (TROUBLE), and Gesenius, but HALOT lists DISASTER. 
428 So the translation given by Murphy: ‘calamity’. However, he goes on to interpret this as retribution. 
Murphy, Proverbs, 163, 165. Waltke takes this to apply to NOTHINGNESS, but see the discussion of that meaning 
below (point F). Waltke, The Book of Proverbs, 208. 
429 So Waltke comments ‘This subunit [Prov 22:1-9] teaches that the Lord pays back virtue but punishes vice.’ 




In example 4.30, the LORD is understood to cause the sower of ָלה וְּ ן to reap ע   The 430.ָאוֶּ
concept we are dealing with is PUNISHMENT: PUNISHMENT IN KIND for certain ACTS. This can be 
seen through examples 4.32 and 4.33. 
4.32. Exodus 21:23-24a (cf. Lev 24:17-22) 
ש פֶּ תַָנִֽ ח  ֶ֥ שַּת  ֖פֶּ הַנֶּ ָּתֶ֥ ָנת  ָ֑הַוְּ יֶּ הְּ ם־ָא֖סֹוןַיִּ אִּ  וְּ
ַ֣ ןַּת  ֖ ןַשֵׁ יִּ תַע ַ֔ ח  ֣ ןַּת  יִּ ַןע  ָ֑ תַשֵׁ ח   
If there is harm, you shall give life for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth,… 
This passage demonstrates the idea with concrete imagery. However, example 4.33 applies 
the concept to ן  .terminology ָאוֶּ
4.33. Psalm 94:23a 
ת־ םַ׀ַאֶּ יהֶֹּ֨ בֲַעלֵׁ ָיֹ֤שֶּ ַםָרָעָתֶַ֥םַּובְַּאֹוָנַַ֗ו  ָ֑ יתֵׁ מִּ צְּ םַי   
He [the LORD] has turned431 their villainy upon them, he destroys them for their 
evil. 
The logic of such a phrase requires that the LORD causes ן  to happen to the ones who do ָאוֶּ
ן ן This implies that .ָאוֶּ  can be understood as PUNISHMENT for itself. We see this idea in ָאוֶּ
example 4.34 as well. 
4.34. Job 4:8-9 
יַ יתִּ אִּ רַָרַ֭ ֣ ֲאשֶּ יַכ  שֵׁ רְּ ןחֹ֣ יוְַַָּאָ֑וֶּ ֖ עֵׁ לַזֹרְּ ִַַָֽעָמ֣ ר  צְּ קְּ הַּויִּ  
ַּו לִֽ כְּ ַַא֣פֹוַיִּ ֖רּוח  דּוַּומֵׁ ָ֑ ַיֹאבֵׁ תֱַא֣לֹוה  ֣ מ  שְּ ּנִּ  מִּ
The plower of villainy and the sower of trouble will reap it. By the breath of 
God they perish, and by the blast of his nose they are finished. 
This example shows that regardless of what form the ן ַן which comes upon doers of ָאוֶּ  ָאוֶּ
takes, it is from God. From these examples, the following pattern appears: [ן  = ָאוֶּ
PUNISHMENT FOR ַןָא וֶּ (ACT)]. This semantic pattern appears to parallel the widely recognised 
pattern for  4.2.2§) ָעוֺן). Seeing the use of ַן  in such a way allows us to approach the ָאוֶּ




430 The tension between the aphorisms of Proverbs and Job’s friends, and Job himself is due to this 
understanding. 
431 Or read ב ָישֵׁ  .he will turn) with the Old Greek’s καὶ ἀποδώσει) וְּ
432 Such that it has an extra level not mentioned by Halladay when he says, ‘If the people harbour their baneful 
schemes, then Yahweh has his own bane to bring over the land.’ William Lee Holladay, Jeremiah 1: A 
Commentary on the Book of the Prophet Jeremiah, Chapters 1-25, ed. Paul D. Hanson, Hermeneia (Philadelphia, 




4.35. Jeremiah 4:6, 14-16 
יַ ֣ דּוַכִּ ֲעֹמָ֑ יזּוַַאִֽל־ּת  ֖ ֹוָנהַָהעִּ יַ֔ ֣סַצִּ אּו־נֵׁ הַשְּ ֹולַָרָעַ֗ רַָּגדִֽ בֶּ ֶ֥ שֶּ ָּצ֖פֹוןַוְּ יאַמִּ ֶ֥ בִּ יַמֵׁ ֶ֛ }...ַ{ָאֹנכִּ  
ְַַֽך ִֽ ֹותַאֹונֵׁ בֶ֥ שְּ חְּ ְךַמ  ֖ בֵׁ רְּ קִּ ין433ַבְּ ֶ֥ יַָּתלִּ ֶ֛ ד־ָמת  יַע  עִּ ָ֑ ָּושֵׁ ןַּתִּ ַ֖ע  מ  םַלְּ ִַּ֔ ֣רּוָשל  ַיְּ ְךֵ֙ בֵׁ הַלִּ יַמֵַָׁרָעֹ֤ סִֹּ֨ בְּ  כ 
ַ יע  ֶ֥ מִּ שְּ ןַּומ  ָדָ֑ ידַמִּ ֖ ּגִּ ֹולַמ  יַקֶ֥ ֶ֛ ןכִּ םַָא֖וֶּ יִּ ָרִֽ פְּ רַאֶּ ֶ֥ ה  מֵׁ  
ם ִַּ֔ רּוָשל  ל־יְּ יעּוַע  ֣ מִּ שְּ ַה  הֵ֙ ּנֵׁ םַהִּ ּגֹויִַּ֗ ירּוַל  ֣ כִּ זְּ קַַה  ָחָ֑ רְּ מֶּ ץַה  רֶּ ֣ אֶּ יםַמֵׁ ֖ יםַָבאִּ ֶ֥ רִּ יַֹנצְּ ֶ֥ ל־ָערֵׁ ּוַע  נֶ֛ ּתְּ ַֽיִּ ִֽ ו 
הַ הּוָד֖ ַםיְּ קֹוָלִֽ  
Lift a standard toward Zion. Seek refuge, do not stand, because I am bringing 
evil from the North, and great destruction. {…} Wash your heart from evil, 
Jerusalem, so that you may be saved. How long will your plans of villainy lodge 
within you? For a voice declares from Dan, and proclaims villainy from Mount 
Ephraim. Inform to the nations, behold, proclaim about Jerusalem, besiegers 
are coming from the distant land. They set their voice against the cities of 
Judah. 
The first use of ן ן is the prototypical use seen above. The second use of ָאוֶּ  is more ָאוֶּ
complex. In the mouth of the ‘voice which declares’ (יד ּגִּ מ   it refers to the NEGATIVE (קֹולַ
EVENT of the invasion of Babylon, which is an ACT of ן  ,Babylon harming Judah). However) ָאוֶּ
in the mouth of the prophet, it is PUNISHMENT FOR ן   from the LORD (see v.6).434 ָאוֶּ
e. As GUILT 
ן  .ָעוֺן has the semantic pattern ACT/BEHAVIOUR→PUNISHMENT. This pattern is also seen in ָאוֶּ
However, ָעוֺן has the additional pattern ACT/BEHAVIOUR→GUILT. There is one use of ן  which ָאוֶּ
may demonstrate the use [ן ן GUILT FOR = ָאוֶּ  .ACT)] pattern if it is accepted as correct)ָאוֶּ




They will eat it [the tithe] on the festival days, but they shall not eat it on days 
of work because of435 their villainy, because it is holy. On the holy days it may 
be eaten, but it may not be eaten on days of work. 
In this example, the people’s ן  connected with a work day, contrasts with the holiness of ,ָאוֶּ
the tithe. As such it appears to refer to a cultic holy-profane distinction. This use is unique 
in the corpus and may be the result of a scribal error. ָעוֺן suits such a cultic context much 
 
 
433 On plural abstracts with feminine singular verbs see GKC §145.k. 
434 John Calvin has noted the use of ַן  aun, does indeed properly ,און to refer to PUNISHMENT here: ‘The word ָאוֶּ
signify iniquity [i.e. villainy in the current work] ; but it is to be taken here for punishment. But whenever the 
Prophets use this term, they intimate that evil is not inflicted by God except for just causes ; and they remind 
us that its source or fountain is to be found in the wickedness of men.’ Where Calvin finds a theological way 
of explaining the use of this word for punishment, I argue for a linguistic understanding of its use as 
punishment. John Calvin, A Commentary on Jeremiah, trans. J. O. Thrussington, vol. 1 (Edinburgh: Banner of 
Truth Trust, 1989), 223. 




better, and may have been intended rather than ן ן cf. §4.2.2.1.b). However, assuming) ָאוֶּ  ָאוֶּ
is correct, it may indicate that ן  could also be used for GUILT. Alternatively, it may indicate ָאוֶּ
semantic bleaching from usage in the ָעוַֺן domain. 
f. As STATE 
ן  .is occasionally construed as a STATE. First we will consider example 4.37  from Hosea ָאוֶּ
Example 4.37 presents an occurrence of ן  used as the predicate in a verbless clause to ָאוֶּ
modify a location. 
4.37. Hosea 12:12 
דַ ָעֶ֥ לְּ ם־ּגִּ ןֵַ֙אִּ אַאְךַ־ַָאֵ֙וֶּ וְּ ּוַָש֣ ָהיַ֔  
If Gilead is villainy, they are also worthlessness. 
It seems likely that this use functions metaphorically, with the key to understanding this 
use being found in example 4.38 which occurs much earlier in Hosea.436 
4.38. Hosea 6:8 
֖תַ י  רְּ דַקִּ ָע֕ לְּ יַפַֹּ֣גִּ ןֲעלֵׁ ַםַָאָ֑וֶּ ָדִֽ הַמִּ ָב֖ ֲעק   
Gilead is a town of doers of villainy, tracked with blood. 
This example indicates, that in the discourse of the book, the town of Gilead is considered 
full of people who do ן ַן Therefore, in example 4.37, while .ָאוֶּ  is being used to describe a ָאוֶּ
STATE in that verse, it refers to the presence of the acts themselves which are carried out by 
human ACTORS. In this example, ן  as STATE means to be CHARACTERISED BY NEGATIVE ACTS.437 ָאוֶּ
The other use of ן ן as STATE may be similar. In example 4.39, we see ָאוֶּ  used as (ָעָמל and) ָאוֶּ




436 Although Stuart sees 12:12 as likely corrupt, he suggests that if correct it ‘was apparently enough to remind 
Hosea’s audience of the city’s bloody reputation (cf. 6:8)’. Douglas Stuart, Hosea-Jonah, WBC 31 (Waco, TX: 
Word Books, Publisher, 1987), 194. 
437 Macintosh takes it this way, translating it as, ‘If Gilead was characterised as evil,’ and comments that, ‘The 
phrase is understood to refer to the fuller expression of 6.8’. A. A. Macintosh, A Critical and Exegetical 




4.39. Psalm 90:9-10 
ינּוַָפ֣נּוַבְַּ מֵׁ יַָכל־ָיַ֭ ֣ ַָ֑כִּ ָרתֶּ בְּ מֹו־עֶּ ֣ינּוַכְּ ינּוַָשנֵׁ ֖ ּלִּ ַהָךַכִּ גֶּ ִֽ הֶּ  
ָבםַ ָרהְּ ַ֭ הַוְּ יםַָשָנַ֗ ֹ֤ ֹונִּ מִ֘ תַ׀ַשְּ בּורֹֹ֨ גְּ םַבִּ ֹ֤ אִּ הַוְּ יםַָשָנ֡ ֹ֪ עִּ בְּ םַשִּ ֶ֥ ינּוַָבהֶּ נֹותֵֹׁ֨ י־שְּ ִֽ מֵׁ ליְּ ןוַַָָעָמ֣ זַַָאָ֑וֶּ י־ָגֶ֥ כִּ
ָפַה ִֽ ָּנע  ישַו   חִַּ֗
For all our days pass away438 in your wrath we complete our years as a sigh. The 
days of our years in themselves439 are seventy years, or by strength, eighty 
years, but their pride440  is trouble and villainy, surely they soon pass and we 
fly away. 
In this example, the use of ן  is linked to the best years of life,441 which the psalmist ָאוֶּ
describes as negative. Should we see it as CHARACTERISED BY ן  It seems likely that instead ?ָאוֶּ
of being characterised by the acts, it is seen as CHARACTERISED BY PUNISHMENT FOR ן  This .ָאוֶּ
sense of divine judgement ties in best with the surrounding verses (7-11). In particular, verse 
9 produces another STATE image: ‘all our days’ (ינּו ָך) pass in (STATE) your wrath (ָכל־ָימֵׁ ָרתֶּ בְּ  .(עֶּ
g. NOTHINGNESS 
One final set of examples needs to be mentioned. The ability of ן  to refer to nothingness ָאוֶּ
or emptiness is often mentioned.442 The primary passages that appear to convey this idea 
both occur in Isaiah (examples 4.40 and 4.42). 
4.40. Isaiah 41:28-29 
יןַ ֣ אֵׁ הַוְּ ּלֶּ ֖ אֵׁ ישַּומֵׁ יןַאִַּ֔ ֣ אֵׁ ַוְּ אֵ֙ רֶּ אֵֵׁ֙ ץַוְּ ָ֑ ָאלֵַׁ֖וְַּיֹועֵׁ שְּ יבּוַָדַםַוְַּאֶּ ֶ֥ ַרָישִּ ָבִֽ  
םַ ָּלַ֔ ןַכ  ֣ ןהֵׁ ַםַָאֶ֥וֶּ ִֽ יהֶּ כֵׁ סְּ הּוַנִּ ַָוֹת֖ ּוח  םַרֶ֥ ָ֑ יהֶּ ֲעשֵׁ סַמ  פֶּ ֖ אֶּ  
I look, and there is no one, and from among these there is no counsellor, that 
I might ask them and they would return a word. Behold all of them are villainy, 
their works are nothing, their metal images are wind and formlessness. 
This example is a STATE use in reference to idols, which are described as ן  ,Syntactically 443.ָאוֶּ
this use is comparable to the use in Hosea 12:12 (example 4.37). In example 4.37, it was 
 
 
438 See DCH, ָרַה בְּ  .II entry for Psalm 90:9 עֶּ
439 Following Goldingay who follows Schnocks. John Goldingay, Psalms 90-150, vol. 3, BCOTWP (Grand Rapids, 
MI: Baker Academic, 2008), 20. Kraus suggests it should be eliminated due to being a difficult reading. 
However, this goes against the text critical preference for difficult readings. Hans-Joachim Kraus, Psalms 60-
150, trans. Hilton C. Oswald, CC (Minneapolis, MN: Fortress Press, 1993), 213. 
440 Or breadth if the emendation to ב ב ,is accepted. DCH רֹח   However, breadth seems an unlikely choice .6 ,רֹח 
to describe a lifetime. Goldingay, Psalms 90-150, 3:20. 
441 Goldingay argues that it should not be seen as referring to LIFE because the OT does not ‘refer to eighty 
years as a long life’. Goldingay, 3:30. However, he fails to take account of Barzillai in 2 Samuel 19:33 being 
referred to as eighty and ֹאד ןַמְּ  .(very old) ָזקֵׁ
442 For example Karl-Heinz Bernhardt, ‘ן  ,in TDOT, ed. Gerhard Johannes Botterweck and Helmer Ringgren ,’ָאוֶּ
Revised, vol. 1 (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1997), 142; R. Knierim, ‘ן  in TLOT, ed. Ernst Jenni and Claus ,’ָאוֶּ
Westermann, vol. 1 (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson Publishers, 1997), 62; Eugene Carpenter and Michael A. 
Grisanti, ‘ן  .in NIDOTTE, ed. Willem A. VanGemeren, vol. 1 (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1997), 308 ,’ָאוֶּ
443 Note the textual difficulties in this text: In 1QIsaa XXXV,8 it reads ן יִּ ן nothing) in place of) א   The .ָאוֶּ
translators of the Syriac and Targum Jonathan read ‘nothing’, either supporting the use of ן יִּ  or א 




suggested that Gilead was metaphorically described as being in a STATE of ן  referring to ,ָאוֶּ
the occurrence of such acts. So it is here. However, the acts should be seen as those of 
DECEITFUL SPEECH: the emphasis of the discourse is on the inability of the idols to tell what 
is to happen (Isa 41:22-23, 25-28). They are unable to inform accurately because they have 
no power (Isa 41:23).444  
Thus example 4.40 appears to be saying that the answers people receive when they seek 
information from the idols are false, they are DECEIT.445 Support for this interpretation can 
be found in the following passage. 
4.41. Zechariah 10:1-2a 
ּוַ ֲאלֹ֨ בַש  שֶּ ֶ֥ ישַעֵׁ ֖ אִּ םַלְּ ןַָלהֶַּ֔ ֣ ּתֵׁ ַיִּ םֵ֙ שֶּ ר־ּגֵֶּ֙ ט  ָ֑יםַּומְּ יזִּ הֲַחזִּ ֣ הָו֖הַעֹשֶּ ֹושַיְּ קַ֔ לְּ תַמ  ֣ עֵׁ ַבְּ הָוֹ֤הַָמָטרֵ֙ יְּ מֵׁ
ה ִֽ ָּׂשדֶּ  ב 
יםַ ֣ ָרפִּ ּתְּ יַה  ֵ֧ רּוכִּ בְּ ן־דִּ ַוְַַָּאַ֗וֶּ יםֵ֙ מִּ ֹוסְּ ּקִֽ זּוַה  רָח֣ קֶּ ַה ַַשֶַּ֔ ֲחֹלמֹותֵ֙ ִֽ וַאו  רּוַַָּׁש֣ בֵַׁ֔ ד  לַיְּ בֶּ ֖ ּוןהֶּ מָ֑ חֵׁ ִֽ נ  ַַיְּ ןֵ֙ ל־כֵׁ ע 
֣עּו אןַַָנסְּ ַֹ֔ מֹו־צ ֲע֖נּוכְּ הַי  ִֽ יןַרֹעֶּ ֶ֥ י־אֵׁ ִֽ כִּ  
Ask rain from the LORD in the time of the latter rain, the LORD, maker of 
thunderbolts, and he will give rain showers to them, to each446 plant in the 
field. For the teraphim have spoken villainy, and the diviners have seen a lie, 
and the dreams of worthlessness they speak will comfort vainly. Therefore, 
they wander like sheep, they are afflicted because there is no shepherd. 
In example 4.41, the teraphim (the cult objects consulted by the diviners)447 speak falsely.  
Here is a strong link between ן  and SPEECH. This SPEECH contrasts with what the LORD has ָאוֶּ
 
 
to ן יִּ ַל Baltzer argues that ‘The well-versed reader knows that Hosea, for example, replaces the word .א   אֵׁ
(“God”) in the name of the sanctuary Beth-El (“house of God”) by ן  iniquity”). Here DtIsa’s proof that the“) ָאוֶּ
other gods are no gods at all culminates in the assertion that they are “iniquity.”’ Klaus Baltzer, Deutero-Isaiah: 
A Commentary on Isaiah 40-55, ed. Peter Machinist, trans. Margaret Kohl, Hermeneia (Minneapolis, MN: 
Fortress Press, 2001), 122. The one use of ַן  in Ben Sira occurs in corrections to the B manuscript of Ben Sira ָאוֶּ
41:10 (B 11r2). This could represent a use of ן  to mean NOTHING. However, it’s hard to know how much weight ָאוֶּ
to give this reading. While it may represent a variant, it has multiple corrections. It is also possible it connects 
more directly to the ACT/BEHAVIOUR→PUNISHMENT pattern. יםַכלַמאפסַאלַאפסַ>מאונםַא׳ַאונם<ַ>כלַמאונ
כןַ>בן<ַחנףַמתהוַאלַתהוַ⟦ַַ⟧אלַאונים<ַישובַ — Corrector: All [that is] from their villainy [or villainies] is to 
their villainy [or villainies], so the godless [come] from emptiness to emptiness. Unfortunately Skehan and 
DiLella fail to comment on this reading. Skehan and Di Lella, The Wisdom of Ben Sira, 468.  
444 It might also be suggested that ן  here is being construed similarly to example 4.39, as referring to ָאוֶּ
PUNISHMENT. If this is the case, van Steenbergen’s argument that it refers to the disastrous consequences of 
such behaviour may be correct. This reading seems unlikely, as it requires one to read ‘All of them are villainy’ 
as ‘All of them lead to God bringing ן  i.e. punishment)’. This reading thus requires a move beyond that of) ָאוֶּ
example 4.39, with the people, not the idols (the grammatical subject) having the true STATE of ן  Van .ָאוֶּ
Steenbergen, Semantics, World View and Bible Translation, 137. 
445 This is also how ר קֶּ  .is used in Jeremiah 10:14 and 51:17 שֶּ
יש 446 יש ,is occasionally used distributively of inanimate things. DCH אִּ  .I, 1c אִּ
447 Teraphim have been taken to refer to household gods. However, this link is questionable. Nevertheless, 
the link with consultation is undeniable. Van der Toorn makes the argument for seeing them as household 
gods. Flynn disputes this. Boda notes that ‘the teraphim is the cult object, while diviners are the cult 
personnel trained to use the teraphim’. See Karel van der Toorn, ‘The Nature of the Biblical Teraphim in the 




to offer, because he has power to put it into action (cf. Zech 9:9-17). So the people are called 
to ask from the LORD rather than those who have no power to achieve what they say will 
happen, and whose answers are, therefore, DECEIT. Both examples 4.40 and 4.41 function in 
the same way: idols and teraphim can only give deceitful answers due to their lack of real 
power. 
4.42. Isaiah 66:3b 
ְךַ ִֽ רֵׁ ָב֣ בָֹנ֖הַמְּ ירַלְּ ֶ֥ כִּ זְּ ןמ  םַנַ ַָאָ֑וֶּ ֖ יהֶּ ּקּוצֵׁ שִּ םַּובְּ יהֶַּ֔ כֵׁ רְּ ד  ַבְּ ֲחרּוֵ֙ ָמהַָבִֽ ם־הֵַׁ֗ ָצַהּג  ִֽ םַָחפֵׁ ָשֶ֥ פְּ  
The one who makes a remembrance offering of frankincense is one who 
blesses villainy. They have themselves chosen their ways, and their soul 
delights in their abominations. 
Example 4.42 is the last in a series of metaphors describing the unacceptable nature of the 
offerings being presented to the LORD. This passage has been taken to refer to an idol.448 
Carpenter and Grisanti suggest that this implies worshipping an idol.449 However, rather 
than identifying ן  directly with idols, we should consider the possibility that this use is ָאוֶּ
dysphemistic.450 That is, it uses intentionally offensive language, calling the idols ן  ָאוֶּ
because their counsel is ן  due to their lack of power (as in example 4.40).451 Such ָאוֶּ
dysphemistic use is exactly what we see in Hosea, where the prophet calls ל ית־אֵׁ  ;Beth-El) בֵׁ
house of God) ן ית־ָאוֶּ  house of villainy).452) בֵׁ
4.2.1.2.2 Preliminary Conclusion 
Across the ָאֶון subdomain, words are regularly construed as DECEITFUL SPEECH, such SPEECH 
has the effect of harming another. Additionally, ָאֶון words are used to describe ACTS that 
arise from ָאֶון SPEECH. The SPEECH itself may be considered an ACT, particularly in reference 
to legal matters. ָאֶון often refers to NEGATIVE ACTS which harm other humans. The link with 
DECEIT is such that ָאֶון ACTS should generally be understood as the product of DECEIT; that 
is,  ָאֶון connotes DECEIT. ACTS are often presented as PREMEDITATED. 
 
 
‘The Teraphim in Light of Mesopotamian and Egyptian Evidence’, The Catholic Biblical Quarterly 74, no. 4 
(2012): 694–711; Mark J. Boda, The Book of Zechariah, NICOT (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2016), 602–3. 
448 Although Oswalt accepts the translation ‘iniquity’ he then equates it with an idol. John Oswalt, The Book 
of Isaiah. Chapters 40-66, NICOT (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 1998), 669. In contrast, Watts translates this 
as ‘idol’, but describes it in terms of ‘vanity’ (i.e. nothingness). John D. W. Watts, Isaiah 34-66, WBC 25 (Waco, 
TX: Word Books, Publisher, 1987), 350, 356. 
449 Carpenter and Grisanti, ן  .308 ,ָאוֶּ
450 ‘A dysphemism is an expression with connotations that are offensive either about the denotatum or the 
audience, or both’. Allan and Burridge, Euphemism & Dysphemism, 221. 
451 Blenkinsopp favours taking this as dysphemism: ‘We are now told that those who routinely carry out this 
pleasing ceremony in honor of YHVH are also involved in rituals of a quite different nature involving the 
recital of blessings over another deity, using the dysphemism ʾāven, “harm,” “mischief,” but also “idol” (1 Sam 
15:23; Hos 10:8; Zech 10:2)’. Joseph Blenkinsopp, Isaiah 56-66: A New Translation with Introduction and 
Commentary, AB 19B (New York: Doubleday, 2003), 298. 




Contrary to previous descriptions of ן  it does not appear to have a polyseme referring to ,ָאוֶּ
MISFORTUNE,453 but instead it follows the semantic pattern ACT/BEHAVIOUR→PUNISHMENT.454 
In some cases, ן  is construed as an EVENT or even a STATE. In EVENT and STATE uses, the ָאוֶּ
meaning is derived from ACT uses and can be understood through discourse indicators. ַן  ָאוֶּ
has been argued to refer to NOTHINGNESS. However, uses taken to refer to NOTHINGNESS are 
better understood as relying on the core domain meaning of DECEIT. 
 ָאֶון  as Part of ַרע 4.2.1.2.3
Having partially considered how the ן  subdomain functions, we now turn to the use of ָאוֶּ
ע  within the subdomain. We begin with some straightforward uses where core ר 
relationships are clear. 
4.43. Psalm 34:14-15 
רַנְַּ שֹונְַּצֹ֣ עָ֣ךַמֵַׁלְּ יּוַ ַָרָ֑ ָפתֶַּ֗ רָךַמִַּשְּ ֶ֥ בֵׁ ַהַד  ָמִֽ רְּ מִּ  
ַַַ֣֭סּור הוַ ַָרעמֵׁ ֹובֲַעשֵׁ ש־טָ֑ ֖ ּקֵׁ ִַָֽש֣לֹוםַוְַַּב  פֵׁ הַּוָרדְּ  
Keep your tongue from bad, and your lips from speaking deceit. Turn from 
bad, do good, seek peace and pursue it. 
The modified element in the first instance of ע  .is SPEECH. In this use it is tied to DECEIT ר 
Example 4.43 continues with description of action similar to what was seen with ן  in ָאוֶּ
example 4.26 (§4.2.1.2.1.b.ii), thus demonstrating the use of ע  as PREMEDITATED ACT, spoken ר 
and done. The sense of planning comes through more clearly in the next example with the 
use of ָחָשב (to plan) in the discourse. 
4.44. Psalm 52:4-6 
ּוֹותַ בַה  שֹ֣ חְּ ַָּֽ֑ת  שֹונֶּ ֶַ֥לְּ ת  שַָךַכְּ ָטַ֗ ל  רַמְּ  ָיִֽהע  מִּ הַרְּ ֶ֥ עֹשֵׁ  
ָּתַ בְּ ֣ עַָאה  ֹובַָּר֣ טָ֑ רמִּ קֶּ ר׀ַמִַַּשֶֶּ֓ ֖ בֵׁ ָלהַד  ִֽ קַסֶּ דֶּ ֣ צֶּ  
ל־ ָּתַָכִֽ בְּ ֶ֥ יָאה  רֵׁ בְּ ע־דִּ ל  ֣שֹוןַַָבַ֗ הלְּ ָמִֽ רְּ מִּ  
Your tongue plans destructions, like a sharpened razor, doer of treachery. You 
love bad more than good, a lie more than speaking righteousness. Selah. You 
love all devouring words, O tongue of deceit. 
 
 
453 The extent that this applies to the whole ן  at least appears to be ָעָמל .subdomain awaits further analysis ָאוֶּ
used for the toil of work and the gain from such toil. However, according to Clines (DCH, 3 ,ָעָמלa-b). However, 
in such use it appears almost entirely in Ecclesiastes which uses its own unique language. Samet has 
effectively argued for the language of Ecclesiastes to be considered its own system. As such it should be 
considered a philosophical sublanguage. Nili Samet, ‘Qohelet’s Idiolect: The Language of a Jew in a Changing 
World’, in Paper Delivered at the Starr Seminar, Harvard University (Starr Seminar, Harvard University, 2018), 
https://www.academia.edu/38217586/Qohelets_Idiolect_The_Language_of_a_Jew_in_a_Changing_World_b
y_Nili_Samet.pdf; Foster, ‘Is Everything “Beautiful” or “Appropriate” in Its Time?’, 43. 
454 It is also possible the pattern ACT/BEHAVIOUR→GUILT exists, as with 4.2.2§) ָעוֺן), if the reading in 11Q19 




In this example, the parallel ע ר || טֹוב :: ר  קֶּ ק :: שֶּ דֶּ ע links צֶּ  with SPEECH. Furthermore, the ר 
link between NEGATIVE SPEECH and NEGATIVE ACT is apparent here. So we have ּוֹות  ה 
(destructions) in verse 4 and ע ל  י־ָבַ֗ רֵׁ בְּ ל־דִּ  all devouring words) in verse 6. Thus the) ָכִֽ
NEGATIVE SPEECH implies the process of planning and implementing a NEGATIVE ACT. 
The following two examples show associations with the subdomain while containing less 
information to specify what is in view. Given the association between ן  and DECEIT it ָאוֶּ
should be considered to be implied in these examples. 
4.45. Habbakuk 1:13 
֣אֹותַ רְּ ַמֵׁ םֵ֙ יִּ ינ ֵ֙ ֹורַעֵׁ הֹ֤ עַטְּ ל־ָרַ֔ יטַאֶּ ֶ֥ בִּ ה  לוְּ ישַַָעָמ֖ ֕ ֲחרִּ יםַּת  ַ֔ דִּ ֹוגְּ ַבִֽ יטֵ֙ בִּ ָמהַת  לַָלֹ֤ אַתּוָכָ֑ ֹ֣ על ֶ֥ ּל  ב  ַבְּ
עַ ּנּוָרָש֖ ִֽ מֶּ יקַמִּ ֶ֥ דִּ צ   
[You who have] eyes too pure to see bad, and you [who] are not able to look 
on trouble, why do you look on the treacherous, [and] keep silent when the 
wicked swallows one more righteous than he? 
This example presents the LORD as a just judge who cannot allow certain acts to continue. 
Thus, ע  :may be seen as modifying ACT here. The ACTS are described at the end of the verse ר 
the ָרָשע harming the יק דִּ  righteous). The verse appears to describe a process of ACTING to) צ 
achieve an unjust outcome, and so the connotation of PREMEDITATED is relevant here. 
4.46. Jonah 3:8 
הַ ָָקָ֑ ָחזְּ יםַבְּ ֖ ל־ֱאֹלהִּ ּוַאֶּ אֶ֥ רְּ קְּ יִּ הַוְּ ָמַ֔ הֵׁ בְּ ה  ַוְּ ָאָדםֵ֙ יםַָהִֽ ּקִַּ֗ ּ֣סּוַש  כ  תְּ יִּ ישַמִַּוְּ ֵ֚ בּוַאִּ ָיש ַ֗ כַ֣וְּ רְּ הֹוַָהִַֽד  ַָרָעַ֔
ן־הֶַּ סּומִּ םַָחָמ֖ ִֽ יהֶּ פֵׁ כ  רַבְּ ֶ֥ ֲאשֶּ  
Let them cover themselves in sackcloth, both humans and livestock and cry out 
to God forcefully. Let them turn each from his bad way and from the violence 
which is in their hands. 
In this example ע  violence), but) ָחָמס modifies BEHAVIOUR.455 It is associated here with ר 
there is little detail in the discourse to illuminate what sort of ACTS are in view. However, 
aspects of the domain which are not explicitly ruled out may be relevant. Thus we may 
consider this to refer to the presence of behaviours which include: bearing false witness; 
unjust legal action; and deceitful behaviour. Such behaviours generally end in the 
oppression of those lacking power (e.g. Mic 2:1-2, example 4.24 §4.2.1.2.1.b). 
a. Difficult Uses 
There are a number of associations for which the meaning is more difficult to determine. 
In example 4.47, it appears that planning is indicated by the use of ב  ,to plan). However) ָחש 








4.47. Ezekiel 11:2-3 
יםַה ַ הַָהֲאָנשִָּ֞ ּלֶּ ֣ םַאֵׁ ן־ָאָד֕ יַבֶּ ָלָ֑ רַאֵׁ אמֶּ ֹ֖ י יםו  ֶ֥ בִּ ןַחֹשְּ ה ַַָאֶ֛וֶּ יםוְּ ֶ֥ תַיֲֹעצִּ ע־ֲעצ  אתַָר֖ ִֹֽ ּז ירַה  ֶ֥ ָבעִּ  
יםָהַ ַ֔ רִּ מְּ ּסִַַַֹּ֔א֣ יאַה  ֣ יםַהִּ ָ֑ ֣נֹותַָבּתִּ ָק֖רֹובַבְּ אַבְּ ֶֹ֥ ַרל ָבָשִֽ נּוַה  ֖חְּ ֲאנ  ירַו   
He said to me, ‘Son of man, these are the men who plan villainy and counsel 
counsel of bad in this city. The ones who say “It [i.e. the time]456 is not near to 
build houses. It [i.e. the city] is the pot and we are the flesh.”’ 
In the discourse, the Lord is showing the prophet Ezekiel the leaders in Jerusalem who are 
teaching the people that Jerusalem will not fall to the Babylonians. Being the flesh in the 
pot means being safe from the flames. In this case it means they are saying they will be safe 
in the city from the Babylonians.457 It appears that the sense of planning is being overridden 
by the discourse. They are not so much planning as simply advising. The aspect of ן  that ָאוֶּ
is foregrounded here is the DECEIT. These leaders are producing deceitful counsel in 
advising the people to remain in the city.458 
In the following example, ע ן is associated with an EVENT use of ר   .ָאוֶּ
4.48. Proverbs 12:21 
יקַָכל־ ֣ דִּ ּצ  ֣הַל  ּנֶּ א  ןלֹא־יְּ יםּוַ ַָאָ֑וֶּ ָשעִַּ֗ אּוַרְּ לְּ עַָמ֣ ָרִֽ  
No villainy happens to the righteous, though459 the wicked are full of bad. 
The passive verbal form constructionally removes the ACTOR. Because it is a feature of the 
passive verb to elide the ACTOR, ן  .may still be seen as an EVENT caused by an ACTOR ָאוֶּ
Conversely, ע א here may refer to a NEGATIVE ACT. Compare the use of ר   to be full) in) ָמלֵׁ
example 4.48 with example 4.49. 
4.49. Micah 6:12 
ַ יָהֵ֙ ֵ֙ ירֶּ ֣אּוֲעשִּ סַָמלְּ יָהַַָחָמַ֔ ֖ בֶּ יֹשְּ רּווְּ בְּ ַר־דִּ קֶּ ָשָ֑  
Its [the city’s] rich ones are full of violence, and its dwellers speak a lie. 
The parallel structure in this example clearly indicates that to be ‘full of violence’ means to 
be someone who goes about doing that thing.460 Therefore, in example 4.48, the proverb 
 
 
456 As an adverb of time. DCH 3 ,ָקרֹובc. 
457 John B. Taylor, Ezekiel: An Introduction and Commentary, TOTC 22 (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 
1969), 110. 
458 The concurrent prophet, Jeremiah, was urging the people to turn themselves over to the Babylonians (Jer 
21:8-10). 
459 Concessive clauses in Hebrew may be marked by the ַו followed by the subject. John C. Beckman, 
‘Concessive Clause: Biblical Hebrew’, in Encyclopedia of Hebrew Language and Linguistics, ed. Geoffrey Khan 
(Leiden: Brill, 2013), http://dx.doi.org.ezproxy.is.ed.ac.uk/10.1163/2212-4241_ehll_EHLL_COM_00000093. 
460 Also the wider discourse which consists of a series of accusations (Mic 6:10-12). Waltke writes ‘“Full of 
violence,” they abuse the poor and powerless by bending the law to their advantage.’ Bruce K. Waltke, A 




appears to be saying that although the wicked go about doing ע  the righteous are ,ר 
protected from ן  the wicked do not succeed in their ACTS against the righteous.461 :ָאוֶּ
b. Use without  ָאֶון 
The findings may be applied to certain uses of ע  which appear to contain aspects of the ר 
ן  :subdomain. Consider the following example ָאוֶּ
4.50. Psalm 109:20 
תַ ֣ ּל  ע  אתַפְּ ֹֹ֤ יַז נ  טְּ ה ַשַֹ֭ הָוָ֑הַוְּ תַיְּ ֣ אֵׁ יםמֵׁ ֶ֥ רִּ עַַדֹבְּ ַיָר ַ֗ ִֽ שִּ פְּ ל־נ  ע   
[May] this [curse]462 be the reward for my accusers from the LORD, those who 
speak bad against my life. 
In this example, the speaking of ע ן indicates the link with ר  ל and the ,ָאוֶּ  preposition ע 
identifies the goal of SPEECH being to harm the psalmist’s life: NEGATIVE ACT. The use of ע  ר 
here may be identified in connection to the ן  subdomain. This refers not to people who ָאוֶּ
simply say things about the psalmist, but to those who PLAN and ACT to harm the psalmist. 
While such application can be fruitful, one must be wary of over-applying findings. 
Consider the following example which bears similarity to example 4.39 (§4.2.1.2.1.f). 
4.51. Genesis 47:9b 
ט ֣ ע  יםוְַַּמְּ םַָרעִַּ֗ ִֽ יהֶּ גּורֵׁ יַמְּ ֖ ימֵׁ יַבִּ ֣יֲַאבֹת ַ֔ יֵׁ ַח  יֵ֙ נֵׁ ַשְּ יֵ֙ מֵׁ ת־יְּ יגּוַאֶּ ּׂשִַּ֗ אַהִּ ֹ֣ ל יַוְּ י ַ֔ ֣יַח  נֵׁ ַשְּ יֵ֙ מֵׁ ַיְּ ָהיּוֵ֙  
The days of the years of my life have been few and bad. They have not reached 
the days of the years of the lives of my ancestors, in the days of their sojourning. 
The main similarity between this example and example 4.39 is the reference to LIFETIME. 
However, in example 4.39 the context bore implication of PUNISHMENT from God. This 
example does not. Additionally, it does not appear to bear other features determined to be 
core to the subdomain such as DECEIT and SPEECH. It seems likely that this use of ע  is ר 
outwith the ן  subdomain, rather being a negative evaluation of LIFETIME(LENGTH) closer ָאוֶּ
to other uses of ע  with TIME (Appendix A.4) and not associated with the punishment ר 
aspect of the ַן  .subdomain ָאוֶּ
4.2.2 Major Domain 2:  ָעוֺן 
The second major domain is centred around the ָטאת-ָעוֺן ע-ח  ש   triad of words. In this פֶּ
section, I begin by analysing the domain with reference to 4.2.2.1§) ָעוֺן). After drawing 
preliminary conclusions about the domain (§4.2.2.2), I move on to examine the operation 




461 Waltke notes the possibility of this interpretation while preferring to see ַע  ,as referring to ‘harm’. Waltke ר 
The Book of Proverbs: Chapters 1-15, 538–39. It may be possible that the proverb intends both interpretations. 




4.2.2.1 Analysis of  ָעוֺן (with a focus on ָעוֺן) 
The ָעוֺן domain appears to relate to infractions against divine rule or an intermediary.463 
Due to the link with divine rule, there are both cultic and non-cultic dimensions.464 There 
are broadly three uses of ָעוֺן. The primary use appears to be of an ACT or BEHAVIOUR 
(consisting of certain acts). Building on this use are the senses of GUILT incurred due to the 
ACT, and PUNISHMENT for the ACT. Some clear uses of the senses ACT/BEHAVIOUR, GUILT, and 
PUNISHMENT are presented below (a-c).465 This pattern appears to be borne out by the ָעוֺן-
ָטאתח ַ ע- ש   triad (b-c). Words identifying the link with infractions against divine rule are פֶּ
in purple. Orange is used to draw attention to example-specific details. 
a. As ACT/BEHAVIOUR 
Example 4.52 demonstrates the use referring to an ACT.466 
4.52. Jeremiah 14:7 
ם־ יאִּ הֲַעֹונֵֵׁ֙ ֖ הֲַעשֵׁ הָו֕ נּוַיְּ נּוַָבַ֔ ַָע֣ י־נּוֵ֙ ִֽ ָךַכִּ ָ֑ מֶּ ןַשְּ ע  ֣ מ  ַ֖לְּ שּובֹתֵׁ ּוַמְּ בֶ֥ אנּוַינּור  ַָחָטִֽ ָךֶ֥ לְּ  
Though our iniquities testify against us, LORD, act, for the sake of your name. 
For our apostasies are many, we have sinned against you. 
In this example we can clearly see that ָעוֺן is construed as a set of ACTS. This is clear through 
the parallel with ‘our apostasies are many’. A plurality of ACTS testify rather than an 
accumulated GUILT. Note the link to infraction of divine rule. 
Example 4.53 demonstrates how ָעוֺן can refer to BEHAVIOUR: 




Its interpretation concerns all those who turn to the Law, who do not refuse to 
turn from their evil. However, all those who refuse to turn from their iniquity 
will be cut off. 
This example,468 presents a slight variation of the ACT construal. There are three 
semantically similar phrases here involving the verb שּוב (to turn). The first is ‘those who 
turn to the Law’. ‘The Law’ is a code of behaviour. One might be considered to do ‘a law’, 
 
 
463 Perhaps simply just against rightful authority; however, it is argued that this is seen as divinely ordained. 
464 The cultic dimension leads to its own semantic developments of words in this domain. Thus we saw, in 
the semantic association analysis, that ָטאת ָטאת is used to refer to sacrifice for ח  ָמַה .ח  שְּ  also appeared in א 
the cultic sense in the Mishnah (see §3.3.3 and §3.3.10). This particular semantic pattern was considered out 
of scope of the current analysis due to a lack of applicability to the use of ַע  ר 
465 For ָעוֺן, this is a pattern recognised in the lexica. BDB, DCH, and HALOT all record all three uses. 
466 See Isaiah 59:12 for an example with ָטאת ע and ח  ש  ָמַה .פֶּ שְּ  .(guilt) has a less frequent ACT use (e.g. Ps 69:6) א 
467 A very similar use is seen in Malachi 2:6. 




meaning a single act, but to do ‘the law’ means following the whole code and therefore 
refers to BEHAVIOUR. This parallel helps us to understand the uses of ָרָעה and ַָוֺןע  as similarly 
referring to a contrary BEHAVIOUR: a pattern that breaches divine law. 
The following use of  ָעוֺן nuances the distinction of understanding of the domain as a breach 
of divine law to include divinely sanctioned intermediaries. It appears that ACTS against 
those in divinely-appointed authority are considered as ACTS against the divine. 
4.54. Ben Sira 10:4-6 (A 3v22-23) 
אישַלעתַיעמדַעליַהבידַאלהיםַממשלתַתבלַו  
לפניַמחוקקַישיתַהודַובידַאלהיםַממשלתַכלַגברַו  
יםַפשעַ]ב[כלַ לריעַואלַתהלךַבדרךַגאוַהרעַאלַתשּלֶּ  
The dominion of the world is in the hand of God, and he will establish a man 
over it for a time. The dominion of every man is in the hand of God, and he will 
place his splendour before the decreed one. 
Do not repay bad to a neighbour for any transgression, and do not walk in the 
path of pride. 
Example 4.54 should be understood as addressing the ruler,469 a ruler who is delegated 
authority by God. God is said to establish this man over the world. However, the parallel 
phrase, י נֵׁ פְּ לִּ הֹודַ יתַ  to set splendour before), should be understood as a reference to) שִּ
delegated authority. This phrase is semantically very similar to the phrase ל ןַהֹודַע   set) ָנת 
splendour upon) which Burton has shown refers to the appointment of a legitimate 
representative or successor (cf. Num 27:20).470 Thus ע ש   in example 4.54, refers to action ,פֶּ
against the divine through the proxy: the divinely appointed ruler.471 
 
 
469 Skehan and Di Lella, The Wisdom of Ben Sira, 224. 
470 The phrase ל ןַהֹודַע   set splendour upon) ‘is used to describe the appointment of one person as another’s) ָנת 
representative or successor—the bestowal of glorious authority by a superior on a subordinate’. In 1 
Chronicles 29:25, ‘Solomon is, in a very real sense, in loco dei, for God has chosen Solomon as his king.’ In 
Daniel 11:21 we see that not receiving הֹוד refers to illegitimate rule ‘strengthening the argument that to set 
 upon someone is in fact to appoint them to a position of authority’. Marilyn E. Burton, ‘“You Have הֹוד
Bestowed Your Glory upon the Heavens”: A Re-Reading of Psalm 8:2b’ (Society of Biblical Literature, 
International Meeting, Helsinki, Finland, 2018). 
471 This finds support in statements such as in Psalm 2:7b—ִַֽיָך ַּתִּ דְּ לִּ ַֹוםַיְּ יַה ַיֶַ֥ נִַּ֗ יַַאָָּ֑תַַהֲַא  ֶ֥ נִּ יַבְַּ ֶ֥ ל  רַאֵׁ ַהַַָאמ ִ֘ הָוַ֗ ִֽ  The LORD) יְּ
said to me [the anointed king], ‘You are my son, today I have fathered you.’). This concept is also seen in the 
anointing of the king by a prophet (e.g. 1 Sam 10:1; 16:12-13; 1 Kgs 1:34). It can even occur for the non-Israelite 
(1 Kgs 19:15) because the LORD claims dominion over the whole earth (Sir 10:4-5). It is also indicated in 
Deuteronomy 17:12 which refers to the punishment for disobeying the ruling of a priest or judge in a criminal 
case. The idea of kingship delegated by the divine was common in the Ancient Near East. Nili S. Fox, ‘Kingship 
and the State in Ancient Israel’, in Behind the Scenes of the Old Testament: Cultural, Social, and Historical 
Contexts, ed. Jonathan S. Greer, John W. Hilber, and John H. Walton (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 
2018), 475–76. DCH, ָטאת ע and ח  ש  ָטאַת lists five uses of ,פֶּ ַע and four uses of ח  ש  ָטאת .against other people פֶּ  :ח 
Genesis 31:36; 50:17; Numbers 5:6; 12:11; 1 Samuel 20:1. ַ ש  עפֶּ : Genesis 31:36; 50:17; 1 Samuel 24:12; 25:28. Most may 
refer to an ACT against an authority (e.g. ruler or family head) and might be conceived of in terms of delegated 




b. As GUILT 
The uses of ACT and GUILT in this domain should be seen in terms of continuity of meaning 
from ACT→GUILT. It is important to remember, that as ACT is not a good translation when  ָעוֺן 
is an ACT, GUILT is not necessarily a good translation when referring to the concept GUILT. 
Therefore examples in this section may appear to connote both GUILT and ACT at times. In 
example 4.55, ָעוֺן is construed as GUILT incurred for an ACT. 
4.55. 2 Samuel 14:32b 
֣יַה ַ נֵׁ ַפְּ הֵ֙ אֶּ רְּ הַאֶּ ָּתַ֗ ע  ְךוְּ לֶּ ש־ַמֶַּ֔ ם־יֶּ אִּ יוְּ ֶ֥ ַיָעֹ֖וןַַבִּ נִּ ָתִֽ ֱהמִּ וֶּ  
Now, let me see the face of the king, and if there is iniquity in me then let him 
put me to death. 
In this example, Absalom requests King David to judge him, and if the king considers him 
guilty for something that he be put to death. The sense of GUILT fits the construction best 
here. Absalom is not asking about a specific ACT. The passage concerns his retributive 
murder of his brother Amnon for raping his sister Tamar (2 Sam 13:32). In this passage 
Absalom asks the king to judge whether ָעוֺן (GUILT) remains in him (cf. Num 15:31); that is, 
if he is guilty of an ACT against the divinely appointed king (or divine law).472 The following 
examples demonstrate the GUILT sense with other ָעוֺן words. 
ָמה .4.56 שְּ  (Ezra 9:7a) א 
ַבְַּ נּוֵ֙ חְּ ינּוֲַאנ ֵ֙ יֲַאבֹתֵַׁ֗ ֣ ימֵׁ המִּ ָמ֣ ָ֑הַּובַ ַַאשְּ ּזֶּ ֣יֹוםַה  דַה  ֖ הַע  דָֹלַ֔ ַיגְּ ּנּוַנּוֲַעֹוֹנתֵׁ֡ ּת ֡ ינּוַנִּ ָלכֵֹׁ֨ ַמְּ נּוֹ֩ חְּ ֲאנ 
ינּוַ ֹוַתכֲֹהנֵָׁ֜ יַָהֲאָרצַ֗ ֣ כֵׁ לְּ ֣דַ׀ַמ  י  בְּ  
From the days of our fathers until this day we have been in great guilt. Because 
of our iniquities we, our kings, [and] our priests have been given into the hand 
of the kings of the lands… 
This example is fairly straightforward. The singular STATE implies a continuity of GUILT. The 




faith with the LORD, which indicates divine law. 1 Samuel 25:28 may also refer to delegated divine authority, 
although David is not technically ruler at the time: ִַֹּוַתכ ֲחמֹ֤ לְּ הָוהֵַַ֙י־מִּ יַיְּ ֣ םֲַאדֹנִּ ָחַ֔ לְּ נִּ  (because my lord is fighting 
the battles of the LORD). This leaves Genesis 31:36. While this is more difficult, it may be that Jacob is 
acknowledging the authority of his father-in-law with whose family he has established a strong bond. 
Matthews and Benjamin, Social World of Ancient Israel, 1250-587 BCE, 18. There are two uses of the verb ַָחָטא
 which may imply the possibility of sinning against someone who is not in authority over the sinner (1 Kgs לְַּ
8:31 || 2 Chron 6:22; 1 Sam 2:25). However, the Kings-Chronicles use could be seen in light of the comment on 
Numbers 5:6. 1 Samuel 2:25 could refer to failing an authority. 
472 A similar example is found in 2 Samuel 19:20 where ָעוֺן is used to refer to potential GUILT due to cursing the 




ע .4.57 ש  ָבה ,פֶּ ָמה and ,ּתֹועֵׁ שְּ  (1QHa XIX,13-14) א 
 ולמען473ַכבודכהַטהרתהַאנושַמפשעַלהתקדַש
 לכהַמכולַתועבותַנדהַואשמתַמעלַלהוחדַ֯ע֯םַבניַאמתך474
For the sake of your glory, you cleansed man from transgression so that [he] 
can purify himself for you from all abominations of impurity and guilt of 
sinfulness, to be united with the sons of your truth… 
In this example ע ש   refers to a STATE from which one can be cleansed. In connection with פֶּ
the semantic pattern in this domain, it seems that this should be seen as GUILT being 
absolved. ָבה ָמה abomination) and) ּתֹועֵׁ שְּ  may also refer to GUILT which may be absolved א 
through cultic actions.475 
ָטאת .4.58  (Isa 6:5, 7b) ָעוֺן and ח 
ישַ ֹ֤ יַאִּ ֣ יַכִּ יתִּ מֵַׁ֗ דְּ י־נִּ ִֽ יַכִּ ֣ ֹוי־לִּ רַאִֽ ַָוֹאמ ָ֞ םֵ֙ יִּ ָפת ֵ֙ א־שְּ ִֽ מֵׁ ם־טְּ ַע  תֹוְךֵ֙ יַּובְּ כִּ אָאנַֹ֔ ֣ מֵׁ םַַטְּ יִּ ָפת ַ֔ יַשְּ ֖ ָאֹנכִּ
יַ}...{ יָנִֽ ּוַעֵׁ ָב֖אֹותַָראֶ֥ הַצְּ הָוֶ֥ ְךַיְּ לֶּ ֶ֛ מֶּ ת־ה  יַאֶּ בַכִַּ֗ ָ֑  יֹושֵׁ
ֶ֛הַ ּנֵׁ רַהִּ אמֶּ ֹ֕ י ֖הַנַָו  עַזֶּ ֶ֥ רַג  ָס֣ יָךַוְּ ָ֑ ָפתֶּ ל־שְּ ָטאתְַָּךַוְֲַּעֹונֶַַּ֔ע  ַרח  ָפִֽ כ  ָ֖ךַּתְּ  
I said, ‘Woe to me, for I am ruined; because I am a man, unclean of lips, and I 
dwell in the midst of a people, unclean of lips; for my eyes have seen the king, 
the LORD OF HOSTS.’ {…} He said, ‘Behold, this has touched your lips. Your 
iniquity has turned aside and your sin is atoned for.  
This example bears similarity to example 4.57. It appears linked with cultic action.476 
However, the general sense of GUILT is present rather than reference to any specific ACTS 
(as demonstrated through the reference to unclean lips). 
c. As PUNISHMENT 
The sense of PUNISHMENT is more easily distinguished because the referent is distinctly 
different. In example 4.59, ָעוֺן is construed as PUNISHMENT FOR ָעוֺן. 
4.59. Genesis 19:15b 
ן־ תַפֶּ ָצֹאַ֔ מְּ ּנִּ ַה  יָךֵ֙ ֹנתֵֶּ֙ יַבְּ ֹ֤ ּתֵׁ ת־שְּ אֶּ ַוְּ ָךָ֜ ּתְּ שְּ ת־אִּ ִֽ חַאֶּ ֹ֨ ַק  הקּוםֹ֩ ֖ ָּספֶּ ןבַ ַּתִּ יַרֲַעֹוֶ֥ ִֽ ָהעִּ  
‘Rise! Take your wife and your two daughters who are here, lest you be swept 
away in the iniquity of the city.’ 
In this example, the city of Sodom is being destroyed for their sin (ָטאת  Gen 18:20).477 This ,ח 
appears to be in reference to breach of divine law.478 In this example, ָעוֺן clearly refers to 
 
 
473 Accordance records a scribal correction from לעעַן to למען. 
474 Accordance records a scribal correction to אמתך. 
475 Cf. 2 Samuel 11:4 for another use of ן שַמִּ דֵׁ ק  תְּ  .(to purify oneself from) הִּ
476 Verse 6 records the use of a coal (ָפה צְּ  .from the altar (רִּ
477 Which could also be tied to GUILT. DCH, ָטאת  .4 ,ח 
478 Cf. Genesis 13:13—ַד ֹאִֽ ַהַמְּ יהָו֖ יםַל  ָ֑ ח ַָטַאִּ יםַוְּ ֖ םַָרעִּ דַַֹ֔ ַ֣יַסְּ שֵׁ ַאנְַּ  The people of Sodom were bad and great sinners) ַוְַּ
to the LORD). The fact that these people did not recognise the LORD is not necessarily important. As with 
Genesis 18:25, the analysed texts regularly argue for the LORD’s sovereignty over the whole world (e.g. Ps 136; 
Sir 10:4-5). Van Wolde rightly argues that the Sodom and Gomorrah episode of Genesis 18-19 presents the 




the thing that threatens the life of Lot and his family which must be the PUNISHMENT of the 
city. Such use can be seen throughout the centre triad of the ָעוַֺן domain. 
ע .4.60 ש   (Isa 24:20) פֶּ
ַ ּוע  ַָּתנֹ֤ ֹורַוְַַּ֣נֹוע  כַ֔ ּׁשִּ ַכ  ץֵ֙ רֶּ האֵֶּ֙ ָד֖ נֹודְּ תְּ ִֽ ַַהִּ יָהֵ֙ ֵ֙ דַָעלֶּ ֹ֤ ָכב  לּוָנָ֑הַוְּ מְּ ָעַַ֔כ  שְּ הּהַוְַּפִּ ָל֖ ּוםוְַַָּנפְּ יףַקִֽ ֶ֥ לֹא־ֹתסִּ  
The earth staggers around like a drunk. It sways about like a hut. Its 
transgression is heavy upon it. It falls and will not rise again. 
In this example, the symptoms of ע ש   can be understood as the staggering around and פֶּ
swaying, falling and not rising. The surrounding verses also reinforce this interpretation. 
Thus ע ש   refers to PUNISHMENT which is displayed in different ways throughout the section פֶּ
of discourse. 
ָטאת .4.61  (Zech 14:18b-19) ח 
֣הַ יֶּ הְּ ִֽ הַּתִּ ָפַ֗ ּגֵׁ מ  רַה  ףֲַאשֶֹּ֨ ֹּגֹ֤ ַיִּ הָוהֵ֙ ֹוַתיְּ כִֽ ּס  גַה  ֶ֥ ת־ח  גַאֶּ ּוַָלחֹ֖ ֲעלַ֔ ִֽ אַי  ֹ֣ ַל רֵ֙ םֲַאשֶּ ּגֹויִַּ֔ ת־ה  אֶּ  
֖הַ יֶּ הְּ אתַּתִּ ֶֹ֥ אתַז ֣ ט  םַוְַּח  יִּ ָרָ֑ צְּ ַמִּ אתֵ֙ ט  ֹוַתַח  כִֽ ּס  גַה  ֶ֥ ת־ח  גַאֶּ ּוַָלחֹ֖ ֲעלַ֔ ִֽ אַי  ֹ֣ ַל רֵ֙ םֲַאשֶּ ּגֹויִַּ֔ ָכל־ה   
There will be the plague with which the LORD will strike the nations who do 
not go up to celebrate the festival of Sukkot. This will be the sin of Egypt and 
the sin of all the nations who do not go up to celebrate the festival of Sukkot. 
This example is quite clear. In this example, ָטאת ָפה) which is a plague ,ח  ּגֵׁ  can only be 479,(מ 
seen as the punishment for failing to observe (cultic) divine law. 
4.2.2.2 Preliminary Conclusions 
Examination of the  ָעוֺן domain shows that the domain is characterised by ACTS or 
BEHAVIOURS which breach divine law. This breach may be construed as against either the 
LORD, or his representative (e.g. the king).480 The semantic patterns ACT/BEHAVIOUR→GUILT 
and ACT/BEHAVIOUR→PUNISHMENT were found to occur in the domain. Both patterns occur 
for the core triad of words ָטאת-ָעוֺן ע-ח  ש   to varying degrees and it is at least partially פֶּ
represented for other ָעוֺן words. 
 ָעוֺן  as Part of ַרע 4.2.2.3
Having partially considered how the  ָעוֺן domain functions, we now turn to the use of ע  ר 
within the domain. We begin with some straightforward uses where core relationships are 
clear.  




in Cognitive Linguistic Explorations in Biblical Studies, ed. Bonnie Howe and Joel B. Green (Berlin: De Gruyter, 
2014), 172–203. 
479 Also probably lack of rain (cf. Zech 14:17-18a). 
480 See n.471 §4.2.2.1.a which briefly comments on some difficult uses. While this finding appears to be the 




4.62. Deuteronomy 9:16, 18ac 
ֹ֤הַ ּנֵׁ הִּ אַוְּ רֶּ ַָואֵַׁ֗ םֵ֙ םֲַחָטאתֶּ יכֶַּ֔ הֵׁ יהָו֣הֱַאֹלִֽ םל  ֣ יתֶּ םֲַַעשִּ לָלכֶַּ֔ גֶּ ֖ הַַעֵׁ ָכָ֑ ּסֵׁ ְךַמ  רֶּ ֕ דֶּ ן־ה  רַמִּ הֵַׁ֔ םַמ  ֣ ּתֶּ רְּ ס 
ם ִֽ כֶּ תְּ הָו֖הַאֶּ הַיְּ ָּוֶ֥ ר־צִּ }...ַ{ֲַאשֶּ  
לַָכל־ ֹ֤ הַ}...{ַע  אשָֹנַ֗ הַָכרִּ הָוָ֜ יַיְּ נֵֹׁ֨ פְּ ַלִּ לֹ֩ פ  נ  תְּ אֶּ ַָוִֽ אתְּ ט  רַח  ֣ ֲַאשֶּ םֵ֙ םַכֶּ ֹותלַ ֲחָטאתֶַּ֔ עָהֲַַעשֶ֥ ֶ֛ ַר 
הָו֖הַ יַיְּ ֶ֥ ינֵׁ עֵׁ ַֹובְּ יסִֽ עִּ כְּ ה  לְּ  
I looked, and behold you had sinned against the LORD your God. You made for 
yourselves a calf, an image, you had turned quickly from the way which the 
LORD had commanded you. {…} I threw myself down before the LORD as at first 
{…} because of all your sin which you sinned by doing the bad in the eyes of 
the LORD, provoking him to anger. 
Elsewhere the ACT is not specified (example 4.63).481 
4.63. 11Q5 XXIV,6-8 
יהוה דיןַהאמתַישיבַממניַַרעהגמוליַ  
לפניכהַכולַחייצדקַיַכיַלואַחטאתניַכתשפטאלַ  
למדנימשפטיכהַואתַַתורתכהבַיהוההבינניַ  
Turn the punishment for the bad from me, Judge of the Truth, LORD. Do not 
judge me according to my sin, for no living [person] is just before you. Instruct 
me, LORD, in your law, and teach me your judgements. 
In this example, the psalmist requests forgiveness for certain ACTS. The legal language, 
combined with the request for instruction in the law, indicate that the ACTS referred to by 
ע ָטאת and ר   sin) should be considered as referring to breaches of divine law deserving) ח 
punishment. 
Example 4.64 demonstrates use of ע  in the semantic pattern ACT/BEHAVIOUR→PUNISHMENT ר 
in this domain. 
4.64. Ben Sira 7:1-2 (C 3r8-10;* A 2v6-7)482 
רעואלַ֯ישיגךַרעַאלַתעשַ  
טַׄממךיועוןַרחקַמ  
Do not do bad, and bad will not overtake you. Be far from iniquity and it will 
turn aside from you. 
In this example the initial use of ע ע refers to an ACT. The second use of ר   is construed as ר 
an EVENT which happens to the one who does bad. The implication is PUNISHMENT FOR ע  .ר 





481 Punishment is for an ACT, implying that ע ָטאת refers to something done. The parallel with ר   (sin) ח 
reinforces this view. 
482 Text is reconstructed from A 2v6-7 which clearly records all the missing forms. The A manuscript uses the 
variant רעה; however, both readings appear acceptable from other uses of ע  example 4.54) ָרָעה and ר 




a. Use without  ָעוֺן 
As identified in Chapter 2 (§2.3.1), the phrase ע  to do bad) is the most common) ָעָשהַר 
use of ע ע in the analysed texts, accounting for 16.3% of the use of ר   Specific use often .ר 
links it to the ָעוֺן domain. For example, the following use from Kings specifies that the 
behaviour refers to idolatry.483 
4.65. 1 Kings 11:5-6a 
הַָהַ ֹלֹמֶ֛ שַשְּ ֵ֧ע  י  עו  ֖ הָוָ֑הַבְַַּר  ֣יַיְּ ינֵׁ יועֵׁ ִֽ דַָאבִּ ֶ֥ ָדוִּ הָו֖הַכְּ יַיְּ ֶ֥ אַַאֲחרֵׁ ֶ֛ ּלֵׁ אַמִּ ֶֹ֥ ל וְּ  
ץַמֹוָאַַ֔ב ֣ ּק  ַשִּ מֹושֵ֙ כְּ הַלִּ הַָבָמַ֗ ֹלֹמָ֜ הַשְּ נֶֹּ֨ בְּ ַיִּ  ָאזֹ֩
Solomon did the bad in the eyes of the LORD. He did not wholly follow484 the 
LORD like David his father [did]. Then Solomon built a high place to Chemosh, 
abomination of Moab… 
However, ע ַר   in example 4.66 appears to be no more specific than to refer to a NEGATIVE ָעָשה
ACT. 
4.66. Deuteronomy 19:18-20 
ד־ ִֽ ֹ֤הַעֵׁ ּנֵׁ הִּ בַוְּ ָ֑ יטֵׁ יםַהֵׁ ֖ טִּ ּׁשֹפְּ ּוַה  שֶ֥ ָדרְּ ַוְּ רֵ֙ קֶּ דַשֵֶּ֙ ַָהעֵַׁ֔ קֶּ ֖ יוַרשֶּ ִֽ ָאחִּ הַבְּ ָעָנֶ֥  
ר ֶ֥ ֲאשֶּ ֹוַכ  םַלַ֔ יתֶּ ֣ ֲעשִּ יוַּוַו  ָ֑ ָאחִּ ֲע֣שֹותַלְּ םַל  ֖ ָּתֶַָ֥זמ  רְּ ע  ִֽ עָהַַבִּ ָךַָר֖ ִֽ בֶּ רְּ ּקִּ מִּ  
פּוַלַ  א־יֹסִֹּ֨ ִֹֽ ל אּוַוְּ ָרָ֑ יִּ ֣עּוַוְּ מְּ שְּ יםַיִּ ֖ ָארִּ שְּ ּנִּ ה  ֹותוְּ רַָהֲַַעשָ֜ ָדָבֶ֥ ֹודַכ  עעַ֗ ַָךַָרֶ֛ ִֽ בֶּ רְּ קִּ ֖הַבְּ ּזֶּ ה   
The judges will seek well, and behold, the witness is a lying witness. He 
testified falsely against his brother. You shall do to him as he planned to do to 
his brother. You shall purge the bad from your midst. The rest will hear, fear, 
and no longer do such bad as this in your midst. 
In this example, the first use of ע ע in the phrase ,ר  רַר  עֵׁ  follows the pattern ACT→GUILT ,בִּ
(§2.3.8). The second takes as its referent the ACT of testifying falsely. In such use it ties 
directly with the ן ַן subdomain. However, while ָאוֶּ  profile different things, there ָעוֺן and ָאוֶּ
is an essential link between them. This can be demonstrated with example 4.67. 
4.67. Isaiah 59:2-4 
ם־ יַאִּ ֹ֤ יכִּ תֵׁ ֲַעֹוֹנִֽ םֵ֙ םַכֶּ ָ֑ יכֶּ הֵׁ יןֱַאֹלִֽ ֖ בֵׁ םַלְּ כֶּ֕ ינֵׁ יםַבֵׁ לִַּ֔ דִּ בְּ יוְַָּה֣יּוַמ  אותֵׁ ִֹֽ ט םַח  םַכֶַּ֗ ֖ כֶּ יםַמִּ ֶ֛ ירּוַָפנִּ ֵ֧ ּתִּ סְּ הִּ
ַ ֹוע  מִֽ ּׁשְּ  מִּ
ַ םֵ֙ יכֶּ פֵׁ יַכ  ֹ֤ ֹגֲא֣לּוַכִּ ִַֽנְּ םַבֶּ ֖ יכֶּ עֹותֵׁ בְּ צְּ אֶּ םַוְּ ָדַ֔ ןב  יַָעֹוָ֑ ֹותֵׁ תִֽ פְּ ַשִּ םֵ֙ רַּוכֶּ בְּ ר־דִּ קֶּ שֹונְַַּשֶַּ֔ םַלְּ ֖ הכֶּ ָלֶ֥ וְּ ַע 
ַה ִֽ ּגֶּ הְּ  תֶּ
ין־ אאֵׁ ֣ ַוְַַּקֹרֵׁ הּוֵ֙ ל־ֹּתֹ֨ ַע  ֹוח  ֱאמּוָנָ֑הַָבטֹ֤ טַבֶּ ָפ֖ שְּ יןַנִּ ֶ֥ אֵׁ קַוְּ דֶּ צֶַּ֔ רבְּ בֶּ א־ד  וְּ ֹוַַָשַ֔ לָהרֶ֥ ידַַָעָמ֖ ֶ֥ הֹולֵׁ ַןוְּ ָאִֽוֶּ  
But your iniquities have made a separation between you and your God, and 
your sins have hidden [his] face from you so that [he] does not hear. For your 
hands are defiled with blood, your fingers with iniquity. Your lips speak a lie, 
your tongue mutters injustice. No one speaks out righteously. No one enters a 
case faithfully. [They] trust in emptiness, they speak worthlessness, they 
conceive trouble and father villainy. 
 
 
483 Idolatry reference seen with a parallel to ָטאת  .in example 4.62 above ח 




In this example we see that the ָעוֺן ACTS are described as what separates the people from 
God. When the focus shifts between domains between 3a and 3b, the prophet moves to 
discussing specific PLANNED ACTS (false testimony and its results).485 This link indicates a 
conceptual link between domains: the acts against humans cause a broken relationship 
with God.486 Given this link in the cognitive context (their worldview), ע  may be referring ר 
to ָעוֺן domain concepts in example 4.66. This is reinforced by the fact that in the phrase 
ע רַר  עֵׁ ע ,(to purge bad) בִּ  appears to follow the ACT→GUILT pattern. Due to the link between ר 
domains, it may be best to see ע  in a general way, referring both to NEGATIVE ACTS and ר 
usually implying a breach of relationship with the divine.487 
4.2.3 Major Domain 3:  ָרָעה 
The ָרָעה domain is centred around the ב רֶּ ר-ָרָעַב-חֶּ בֶּ ע triad of words. Its links to דֶּ  are ר 
primarily through the phrase ָיהַָרָעה  bad animal)488 and through the common associate) ח 
 As was mentioned in §4.1.1.2, the uses exhibit low contextual variation, and seem to .ָרָעה
indicate a standard set of judgements. These may be best understood as NEGATIVE EVENTS 
usually construed as PUNISHMENT. The triad most commonly occurs, as in example 4.68, 
without ע  .ָרָעה or ר 
4.68. Jeremiah 14:10b, 12b 
םַ}...ַ{ טֹאָתִֽ דַח  קֹ֖ פְּ יִּ םַוְּ רֲַעֹוָנַ֔ כֹ֣ זְּ ַיִּ ָּתהֵ֙ םַע  אַָרָצַ֔ ֹ֣ ַל יהָוהֵ֙  ו 
יַבַ  בֵַ֙כִַּ֗ רֶּ בּובַַָחֵֶּ֙ רּובַ ַָרָע֣ בֶּ ַ֔ םַדֶּ הַאֹוָתִֽ ֶ֥ ּלֶּ כ  יַמְּ ֖ ָאֹנכִּ  
The LORD is not pleased with them. Now he will remember their iniquity, and 
he will punish their sins. {…} By the sword, famine, and plague, I am finishing 
them. 
This domain will be examined from two angles: the use of ָרָעה in the domain (§4.2.3.1); and 




485 Van Steenbergen also notes there is a link between ן  ,and deliberate planning. Van Steenbergen ָאוֶּ
Semantics, World View and Bible Translation, 138. 
486 Van Steenbergen writes, ‘The main focus is on broken Relationship with other people as a cause of broken 
Relationship with Causality.’ That is, a broken relationship with other humans is the cause of a broken 
relationship with God. Van Steenbergen, 128. 
487 However, this breach (and the link between domains) is dependent on the understanding that God 
disapproves of ע ַן and what contains domains such as ר  ַע Note the use of .ָאוֶּ הַר   doer of bad) in Malachi) עֹשֵׁ
2:17. Unless the statement is a false quote and was intended to sound absurd to the listeners, this 
demonstrates that it was possible for someone to say that one who does ַע יַיהוה) is right with God ר  ינֵׁ עֵׁ  .(טֹובַבְּ
488 In one instance the phrase ים ָרעִּ יםַ ָליִּ ַע bad sicknesses) occurred (4Q504 2iii8) and in one instance) ח   ר 




 ָרָעה  as Part of ָרָעה  4.2.3.1
ע forms a major link between ָרָעה  as a ָרָעה The evidence tends towards seeing .ָרָעה and ר 
superordinate of ָרָעה. This can be demonstrated with example 4.69, and its use 
elsewhere.489 
4.69. Ezekiel 6:10-11 
םַָהַ ֖ ֹותַָלהֶּ ֲעשֶ֥ יַל  ּתִּ רְּ ב ַ֔ ַדִּ ָּנםֵ֙ ל־חִּ אַאֶּ ֹֹ֤ הָוָ֑הַל יַיְּ ֣ י־ֲאנִּ ִֽ ֖עּוַכִּ ָידְּ ַהוְּ אַתַָרָעֶ֥ ִֹֽ ּז ה   
לַָכל־ ֶ֛ ֱאָמר־ָאַ֔חַאֶּ ִֽ ַוֶּ ָךֵ֙ לְּ גְּ ר  עַבְּ ֹ֤ ָק  ַּורְּ ָךָ֜ פְּ כ  הַבְּ כֵֹׁ֨ הַה  הוִַּ֗ רֲַאדָֹנ֣יַיְּ ה־ָאמ ָ֞ ֹותכִֹֽ יתַַָר֖עֹותַּתֹוֲעבֶ֥ ֣ בֵׁ
רַבַ  לֲַאשֶַּ֗ ָ֑ ָראֵׁ שְּ ביִּ רֶּ ֶ֛ בבַַָחֶּ רּובַ ַָרָעֶ֥ בֶּ ֖ לַּוַדֶּ ֹפִֽ יִּ  
‘They shall know that I am the LORD, I did not say vainly that I would do this 
evil to them.’ Thus says the Lord GOD, ‘Clap your hands and stamp your foot 
and say “Alas” about all the bad abominations of the house of Israel who will 
fall by the sword, by the famine, and by the plague. 
In this example, ָרָעה refers to PUNISHMENT which the LORD brings in response to the 
abominations of Israel (Ezek 5:6-8). This may indicate a relationship with the PUNISHMENT 
aspect of ַן  is examined in ָרָעה This relationship will be explored more when .ָעוֺן and ָאוֶּ
§4.2.4.2. 
The word ָצָרה (distress) was suggested to be on the fringe of the ָרָעה domain. In connection 
with that term, ָרָעה appears to indicate something than other than PUNISHMENT.  
4.70. 1 Samuel 10:19 
ָכל־ ֮םַמִּ ַָלכֶּ יע  ֣ ר־֣הּואַמֹושִּ םֲַאשֶּ יכֶַּ֗ ת־ֱאֹלהֵׁ םַאֶּ ֣ ּתֶּ ַאסְּ ֹוםַמְּ יָ֜ םַה  ַאּתֶֹּ֨ יוְּ םַוְַָּרעֹותֵׁ ֣ יכֶּ תֵׁ ֒םַָצרִֹֽ כֶּ
ינַּו ָ֑ יםַָעלֵׁ ֣ ְךַָּתשִּ לֶּ ֖ י־מֶּ ֹוַכִּ רּוַלַ֔ אמְּ ֹ֣ ּת  ו 
You today have rejected your God who saves you from all your evils and your 
distresses. You have said to him, ‘Set a king over us.’ 
In example 4.70, the sense of PUNISHMENT does not appear to fit well. However, ָרָעה is still 
construed as an EVENT. It is linked to the concept of oppression through the previous verse 
which says God delivered the people from the ones oppressing them (ץ  It seems here .(ָלח 
that the pronominal suffix attached to ָרָעה does mark the beneficiary (as we would expect 
for PUNISHMENT), but the sense is more general, referring to a NEGATIVE EVENT rather than 




489 Deut 32:23; Jer 5:12; 11:22-23; 42:17; 44:17-18; Ezek 14:21-22; 2 Chr 20:9. The only example which does not 
support this view is found in Jeremiah 28:8. However, this use appears textually suspect. Multiple Hebrew 
manuscripts have ָרָעב (famine; see BHS Apparatus). This is supported by the Vulgate (fame, famine). It is 
also supported by the specificity of the list. In all other uses, when ָרָעַה appears in association with ָרָעה, it 
appears as a superordinate. In this use, it occurs with more specific things (war and plague), but other than 
the possibility of it referring to famine in connection with war and plague, the text gives us no indication as 
to what that is. The substitution of the more common ב רֶּ ָחָמַה sword) for) חֶּ לְּ  war) is in line with Koller’s) מִּ




 ָרָעה  as Part of ַרע 4.2.3.2
The three combinative uses of ע  ,are given below (examples 4.71 ָרָעה in association with ר 
4.72, and 4.73). 
4.71. Ezekiel 14:21a 
הַ ַכֹֹ֨ יֹ֩ יַ׀ַָהַכִּ ֣ ָפט  תַשְּ ע  ֣ ב  י־ַארְּ ִֽ ַ֗הַַא֣ףַכִּ הֹוִּ רֲַאדָֹנ֣יַיְּ יםָאמ ָ֜ בַַָרעִּ֡ רֶּ בוְַּחֶָּ֠ ָיֹ֤הַוְַַָּרָעָ֞ רוַַָָרָעהֵַ֙ח  בֶּ ַ֔ ַדֶּ
ַי ּתִּ חְּ ֖ ּל   שִּ
For thus says the Lord God “How much more when I send my four bad 
judgements, sword, and famine, and bad beasts, and plague… 
4.72. 4Q504 2iii8* 
 חולייםַ^רעים^ַו֯רעבַוצמאַודברַוחרַב
[ -- ] bad sicknesses and famine and thirst and plague and sword [ -- ] 
The first two uses, examples 4.71 and 4.72, can be easily identified in line with chapter 2 
(§§2.3.10-2.3.11). It was seen there that ַ ער   functioned to emphasise a negative element. In 
a similar way, in example 4.71, the phrase ים יַָהָרעִּ ָפט   my bad judgements) functions as a) שְּ
superordinate over the list, with ע  emphasising the severity (NEGATIVE element) of the ר 
judgements.490 These combinative uses seem semantically similar to the PUNISHMENT uses 
detected in ן   .ָעוֺן and ָאוֶּ
In this final use, ע ת appears as a superordinate of ר  ב death) and) ָמוֶּ רֶּ דַחֶּ  power of the) י 
sword).491 
4.73. Job 5:19-20 
שַ ֣ שֵׁ רֹותַבְּ ַָצַ֭ שֶֶּ֓ ָּךַּובְּ ָ֑ ילֶּ ּצִּ ָ֣ךַי  ֖עַבְּ ּג  עַ׀ַלֹא־יִּ עב  ָרִֽ  
יַָרָעבַבְַּ ידֵׁ ֣ הַמִּ ָחָמַ֗ לְּ מִּ תַּו בְּ וֶּ ָמָ֑ ָ֣ךַמִּ דְּ בָפִֽ רֶּ ָחִֽ  
In six troubles he will deliver you, and in seven, bad will not touch you. In 
famine he will redeem you from death, and in war, from the power of the 
sword. 
In the discourse, Eliphaz is speaking. He is describing how God protects those he 
disciplines. ע  modifies the element EVENT and so refers to NEGATIVE EVENTS that may ר 
happen in the circumstances of ָצרֹות (troubles). A clear link with PUNISHMENT is not seen 
here. If PUNISHMENT is to be found, it must be linked with the ָצרֹות, but not the ע  .ר 
Therefore, this use seems to indicate that although ָרָעה is often construed as PUNISHMENT, 




490 The phrase was not listed in the analysis in chapter 3, because it would have led to double-counting 
individual uses of some words and introduced additional error in the counts. 
491 Note that the list of things continues in the following verses, but due to the way the poetry flows, the only 




4.2.3.3 Preliminary Conclusions 
This brief examination of the ָרָעה domain indicates that it provides little power for the 
analysis of ע ע appears to be a superordinate of the domain, and two uses of ָרָעה .ר   also ר 
function that way (examples 4.69, 4.71, and 4.73). While there is a link between ָרָעה and 
PUNISHMENT, this may be symptomatic of the conceptual link in ancient Israelite thought 
between certain NEGATIVE EVENTS and DIVINE PUNISHMENT.492 However, the connection 
between ָרָעַה and PUNISHMENT is not a necessary feature of the domain. ָרָעה may more 
generally encompass certain NEGATIVE EVENTS, which can be construed as PUNISHMENT. It 
appears that the PUNISHMENT link is a potential element of these terms in the cognitive 
context (e.g. can be a result of divine punishment), but none necessarily or directly refer to 
PUNISHMENT. Thus, the ָרָעַה domain contains words referring to NEGATIVE EVENTS related to 
invasion and siege that are often construed as PUNISHMENTS.493 
4.2.4 Some Derivational Relationships of the  רעע word family: ָרָעה ,ַרע and  רַֹע 
In §4.1.1.2 and §4.1.1.4, ַ  .were indicated as words requiring further analysis ָרָעה and רֹע 
Because they have not turned up as core terms to any particular domain,494 they are 
analysed separately here. As derivational sense relations, they are expected to share 
important, ‘partly systematic, partly idiosyncratic’495 relations to ע  In §4.2.4 orange is used .ר 
to draw attention to example-specific details (additional colours are used as required). 
 ַרע  and רַֹע  4.2.4.1
In Chapter 2 (§2.3.2.1, example 2.31), ַ ע was seen to behave in a similar manner to רֹע   In .ר 
Chapter 3 (§3.2.3), ַ  was found to only frequently associate with words from its own word רֹע 
family: ע  In §4.1.1.3, it was noted that the most common associations between 496.ָרָעה and ר 
 
 
492 This concept comes through in the cycles of apostasy and oppression in Judges, the connections in Kings 
and Chronicles between service to God and events and elsewhere. It is also seen in m. ʾAbot 5:8-9 which 
begins ַ ָעהשִּ יַבְּ ינֵׁ ָענִַַּּופַמִּ יםבַַָֹותירְּ ַלַאִּ ָעהשִַַּע  יּוגַבְּ ירֹוַתַפֵׁ ֲעבֵׁ  (Seven kinds of punishments come for seven kinds of 
transgressions) and goes on to list different infractions of divine law and a corresponding NEGATIVE EVENT 
(including ר ,ָרָעב בֶּ ב ,דֶּ רֶּ ָיהַָרָעה and חֶּ  .(ח 
493 It may have begun as an ad-hoc domain. The first uses of at least two of the core triad together occur in 
Exodus 5:3, Leviticus 26:25, Deuteronomy 28:22 and Deuteronomy 32:25. All refer to divine PUNISHMENT. 
However, it is taken up frequently in oracles of judgement. The majority of later occurrences are found in the 
Latter Prophets (71.7%) in such oracles (see Tables 3.8, 3.17, and 3.28 in §3.2.2, §3.2.5, and §3.2.9). As Skehan 
and Di Lella have said, ‘Famine and pestilence were the usual accompaniments of a prolonged siege’. Skehan 
and Di Lella, The Wisdom of Ben Sira, 460–61. That is, this domain appears centred on words that relate to 
warfare. 
 but should not be properly considered one of the core terms as it is less ,ָרָעה is superordinate to ָרָעה 494
frequent than the core triad ב רֶּ ר-ָרָעב-חֶּ בֶּ  ,and shares frequent links with the other domains as well דֶּ
particularly with  ָעוֺן. 
495 Cruse, Meaning in Language, 133–34. 
496 This leaves out associations of opposition, which demonstrated frequent association with the words 




ַ ע and רֹע   are in reference to the quality of figs and of people’s deeds.497 The use to refer to ר 
people’s deeds is the most common (13 occurrences, 43.3%) and always occurs in the 
phrase ֲעָללי מ  ַ -רֹע   (the badness of [POSS.PRON] deeds). However, other areas of use were 
identified as well. ַ  appears to function as an abstract noun used to qualify various other רֹע 
things with respect to badness. Example 4.74 demonstrates the uses with reference to 
deeds. 
4.74. Jeremiah 26:3 
ישַמִַּ ֖ בּוַאִּ ָיש ֕ ּוַוְּ עַ֔ מְּ שְּ יַיִּ ֣ כַ֣אּול  רְּ הֹוַָהַד  ל־ָהַַָרָעָ֑ יַאֶּ ֣ ּתִּ מְּ ח  נִּ הוְּ ֲע֣שֹותַַָרָעַ֗ ַל  בֵ֙ יַחֹשֵׁ ֹ֤ רַָאֹנכִּ ֲאשֶֹּ֨
֖יַ נֵׁ פְּ םַמִּ ַָלהֶַּ֔ ע  ירֶֹ֥ לֵׁ לְּ ע  םמ  ִֽ הֶּ  
Perhaps they will listen and turn each from his bad (ע  way. Then I would (ר 
relent of the evil (ָרָעה) which I am planning to do to them because of the 
badness (ַ  .of their deeds (רֹע 
In example 4.74, there is a clear semantic association between ע ַ and ר   which modify ,רֹע 
BEHAVIOUR and ACTS respectively. Additionally, this example demonstrates a use of ָרָעה as 
a PUNISHMENT for ע ַ and ר  ע While .רֹע   is commonly used to modify both BEHAVIOUR and ר 
ACTS (§2.3.1 and §2.3.5), of these two ַ ַ ,is only ever used to modify ACTS. Similarly רֹע   never רֹע 
occurs in reference to PUNISHMENT. 
There is a similar use of ַ  found in Ben Sira. However, in this use (example 4.75), it רֹע 
modifies a human with reference to his behaviour: HUMAN(BEHAVIOUR). This is similar to 
what was seen with ע —modifying HUMAN in Chapter 2 (§2.3.2.1), but with different syntax ר 
as would be expected of an abstract noun. 
4.75. Ben Sira 31:24 (B 4v6) 
וַנאמנַהרועדעתַ>עדות<ַַ⟦ַַ⟧עלַלחםַירגזַבשערַרעַ  
A person who is bad (ע  .concerning bread [i.e. stingy] will tremble in the gate (ר 
Knowledge <witness> of his badness is sure. 
ַ ח behaves like other abstract nouns such as רֹע  ט   abundance), taking) רֹב confidence) and) בֶּ
the preposition ַל to indicate a qualitative relationship (example 4.76).498  
4.76. Genesis 41:19 
ע־ ב  ִֽ הַשֶּ ּנֵָׁ֞ הִּ ֹותוְּ ֹותַוְַַָּפרֹ֤ ּלֹ֨ ןַד  יהֶַּ֔ ַעֹ֣לֹותַַאֲחרֵׁ רֹותֵ֙ ֹותֲאחֵׁ ַארַַָרעֶ֥ א־ֹּתֶ֛ ִֹֽ רַל ּ֣קֹותַָבָשָ֑ ר  דַוְּ ֹא֖ מְּ
םַלַָ יִּ ֖ ר  צְּ ץַמִּ רֶּ ֶ֥ ָכל־אֶּ ָּנהַבְּ ֶ֛ יַָכהֵׁ יתִּ ֵ֧ ַָראִּ ע  רִֹֽ  
Behold, seven other cows came up after them, very poor and bad (ע  of (ר 
appearance, and thin of flesh. I had not seen such as these in all the land of 
Egypt with respect to badness (ַ  .(רֹע 
 
 
497 These two uses also make up the entire set of uses of ַ  .in Jeremiah. To refer to figs: Jer 24:2, 3; 24:8; 29:17 רֹע 
To refer to people’s deeds: Jer 4:4; 21:12; 23:2, 22; 25:5; 26:3; 44:22. Additional uses to refer to people’s deeds 
occur in: Deut 28:20; Isa 1:16; Hos 9:15; Ps 28:4; 11Q19 LIX,7. 
498 For ח ט  —see 1 Kgs 1:19. BHRG, §39.11.6.b. In a similar kind of use—modifying a clause רֹב see 1 Kgs 5:5; for בֶּ




In this use, as in other uses, it seems to function in a semantically similar way to ע  in ר 
combination with the element it modifies. 
Thus ַ ע behaves as an abstract noun, but qualifies things in a similar manner to רֹע   There .ר 
appears to be little semantic difference between them; in areas where both are used the 
difference is likely mostly (or completely) syntactic.499 
 ַרע  and ָרָעה  4.2.4.2
Uses of ָרָעה have been referred to from time to time in this chapter during the analysis of 
the domains. Where ָרָעה does appear to have semantic associations with the  ָרָשע 
subdomain, they are always with ל ע  י  לִּ  ָרָעה .worthlessness), and it always refers to an ACT) בְּ
has less ties than ע  subdomain. Conversely, it has more extensive links with ָאֶון with the ר 
the ָעוֺן domain than ע  is used a number of times as a ָרָעה does. As seen in §4.2.3, while ר 
superordinate of ע ,ָרָעה  .was only found twice ר 
The following example demonstrates the apparent use of ָרָעה with ָרָשַע. 
4.77. Nahum 1:11 
אַ ְךַָיָצַ֔ ֣ מֵׁ בַמִּ ֶ֥ הָו֖הַחֹשֵׁ ל־יְּ הַע  ץַָרָעָ֑ ֖ ַליֹעֵׁ ָיִֽע  לִּ בְּ  
One who planned evil against the LORD came from you, a counsellor of 
worthlessness. 
This association is not properly with  ָרָשע because here neither ָרָעה nor ל ע  י  לִּ  refer to a בְּ
HUMAN. Thus, given the presence of ב ץ and ָחש   to plan and to counsel), the association) ָיע 
is linked to DECEIT and PLANNING, and should probably be considered as within the  ָאֶון 
subdomain (cf. example 4.47 §4.2.1.2.3.a). Compare this with example 4.78. In both uses it 
refers to a PLANNED ACT or BEHAVIOUR towards someone (divine or human). 
4.78. Psalm 38:13 
יַ ֣ שֵׁ דֹרְּ יַוְּ שִַּ֗ פְּ יַנ  שֵׁ֬ קְּ ב  ּוַ׀ַמְּ שֹ֤ קְּ נ  יְּ ַו  ָעתִּ ֣רּוַיַָרַ֭ בְּ ֹותַדִּ ּוָ֑ ֹוַתּוַ ה  מַ֗ רְּ ֹוםַַמִּ יֶ֥ ַּוָכל־ה  ּגִֽ הְּ יֶּ  
Those who seek my life lay snares [for me]. Those who seek my evil speak 
destruction; they mutter deceits all day. 
It can also refer to an ACT for which a person deserves punishment as in the following 
example. 
4.79. Psalm 94:23 
ת־ םַ׀ַאֶּ יהֶֹּ֨ בֲַעלֵׁ ָיֹ֤שֶּ ינּוָרָעָתֶַ֥םַּובְַּאֹוָנַַ֗ו  ִֽ הֱַאֹלהֵׁ הָוֶ֥ םַיְּ יתֵַׁ֗ מִּ צְּ םַי  ָ֑ יתֵׁ מִּ צְּ םַי   
He will return500 upon them their villainy and will destroy them for their evil. 
The LORD our God will destroy them. 
 
 
499 This is not to say that they can always be differentiated with ease. There are uses of the letters רע which 
could syntactically be either adjective or noun (e.g. Sir B 12r4 appears to record a variant, having רוע with the 
correcter writing רע). 




When ָרָעה associates with the ָעוַֺן domain, it often refers to an ACT or EVENT. In the EVENT 
use, it may be construed as PUNISHMENT (example 4.80). 
4.80. Jeremiah 44:2-5 
תַָכל־ָהִַֽ ֹ֤ םַאֵׁ יתֶַּ֗ אִּ םַרְּ ֣ לַַאּתֶּ ָראֵַׁ֔ שְּ יַיִּ ֣ ֱַאֹלהֵׁ ָבאֹותֵ֙ הָוֹ֤הַצְּ רַיְּ ל־ַָרָעהֵַ֙כֹה־ָאמ ָ֞ ַע  יֵ֙ אתִּ בֵֵׁ֙ רַהֵׁ ֹ֤ ֲאשֶּ
ַ֖ יןַָבהֶּ ֶ֥ אֵׁ הַוְּ ּזֶַּ֔ ֣יֹוםַה  ַה  ָבהֵ֙ ָּנֹ֤םַָחרְּ הִּ הַוְּ הּוָדָ֑ יַיְּ ֣ לַָכל־ָערֵׁ ֖ ע  םַוְּ ִַּ֔ ֣רּוָשל  ביְּ ִֽ םַיֹושֵׁ  
֣יַ נֵׁ פְּ ַמִּ תַָרָעָתַ֗ ֣כֶּ יַָללֶּ נִּ סֵַׁ֔ עִּ כְּ ה  ַלְּ רַָעשּוֵ֙ ֹ֤ ּוםַםֲַאשֶּ ָדעַ֔ אַיְּ ֹ֣ ַל רֵ֙ יםֲַאשֶּ ָ֑ רִּ יםֲַאחֵׁ ֣ אֹלהִּ דַלֵׁ ֲעבֹ֖ רַל  טֵַׁ֔ ק  לְּ
ם ִֽ יכֶּ ֲאבֹתֵׁ םַו  ֶ֥ ָמהַַאּתֶּ ֖  הֵׁ
תַ ֶ֛ ּוַאֵׁ ֲעשַ֗ רַַאל־ָנ֣אַת  אֹמָ֑ ַלֵׁ ָשֹ֖לח  יםַוְּ ֶ֥ כֵׁ שְּ יםַה  יאִַּ֔ בִּ ּנְּ יַה  ֣ ת־ָכל־ֲעָבד  ַאֶּ םֵ֙ יכֶּ חֲַאלֵׁ ֹ֤ ל  שְּ ר־ָואֶּ ִֽ ב  דְּ
ה ָבֶ֥ ֹּתעֵׁ ַיַה  ִֽאתִּ רַָשנֵׁ ֶ֥ אתֲַאשֶּ ֹ֖ ּז ה   
֣טַ לֹא־הִּ ַוְּ עּוֵ֙ מְּ אַָשִֽ ֹֹ֤ ל םַָל֖שּובַמֵַׁוְּ ָנַ֔ ת־ָאזְּ ָעָתַָּ֑וַאֶּ יַםָרִֽ ִֽ רִּ יםֲַאחֵׁ ֶ֥ אֹלהִּ רַלֵׁ ֖ טֵׁ יַק  ֶ֥ ּתִּ לְּ בִּ םַלְּ  
Thus says the LORD of Hosts, God of Israel, ‘You have seen all the evil which I 
brought upon Jerusalem, and upon all the cities of Judah—behold they are a 
waste this day, and no one dwells in them—because of their evil which they 
did, angering me by going and offering sacrifices and serving other gods which 
they did not know, neither them, you, nor your fathers. I sent—persistently 
sent—to you all my servants, the prophets, saying, ‘Do not do this abominable 
thing which I hate!’ But they did not listen, they did not incline their ear, to 
turn from their evil, to not offer to other gods. 
In this example, the first use of ָרָעה (v.2), refers to PUNISHMENT. The second and third uses 
(v.3) refer to an ACT which breaches divine law: idolatry. While it is acknowledged that ָרָעה 
is used for negative events, given the links with the ָעוֺן domain and the semantic patterns 
present in that domain, this should be seen in terms of PUNISHMENT FOR ָרָעה (rather than 
the more semantically bland NEGATIVE EVENT). 
The GUILT sense of the ָעוַֺן domain is also a possible sense for ָרָעה, as seen in example 4.81 
(and the use of רַָרָעה עֵׁ  501.(בִּ
4.81. 1 Samuel 25:28 
אַ עָנ֖אַלְַָּשֶ֥ ש  ֣ יַַפֶּ ֣ ֲַאדֹנִּ הָוהֵ֙ ֹותַיְּ ֲחמֹ֤ לְּ י־מִּ ןַכִּ ֱאָמַ֗ תַנֶּ יִּ ֣ יַב  אדֹנִָּ֜ ִֽ הַל  הָוֹ֨ ַיְּ הֹ֩ ֲעשֶּ ה־י  יַָעשִֹֽ ֣ ָךַכִּ ָ֑ ֲאָמתֶּ
םַוְַּ ָחַ֔ לְּ הנִּ יָךַָרָעֶ֛ ִֽ ָימֶּ ָ֖ךַמִּ אַבְּ ֶ֥ ָמצֵׁ לֹא־תִּ  
Please bear the transgression of your female slave. For the Lord will certainly 
make my lord a sure house, because my lord is fighting the battles of the LORD, 
and evil will not be found in you all your days. 
This example is very similar to example 4.55 §4.2.2.1.b, which is a prime example of ָעוַֺן 
being used to refer to GUILT in a judicial context. The judicial frame is evoked with the 
request to forgive (ָנָשא, lift) her ע ש  ע transgression).502 By declaring that she has) פֶּ ש   פֶּ
 
 
501 Judges 20:12b-13a, given as example 2.79 in §2.3.8.1. See also the use in Jeremiah 4:14 where it may function 
in this sense while in association with ן  .ָאוֶּ
502 The identity of the ַע ש   is disputed. Although McCarter takes it to be simply a polite request, it seems best פֶּ
to take this as related to the wrong her husband has done to David. P. Kyle McCarter, I Samuel: A New 
Translation with Introduction, Notes and Commentary, Anchor Bible 8 (Garden City, NY: Doubleday, 1980), 
398; David Toshio Tsumura, The First Book of Samuel, NICOT (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2007), 589; 




against David she is saying that he is divinely appointed (rather than a rebel; cf. 1 Sam 25:10). 
Furthermore, his house will be sure, in contrast to Saul’s house, because he fights the Lord’s 
battles and because ָרָעה will not be found in him. That is, the LORD will not find reason to 
remove him from the throne. 
 preposition to describe the mode503 of an action (example ב may also be used with the ָרָעה
4.82). It also appears in this use in the ָאֶון subdomain with terms for SPEECH (example 4.21 
§4.2.1.2.1.a) and may indicate a link between the following use and DECEIT. 
4.82. Exodus 32:12 
רַ אֹמַ֗ םַלֵׁ יִּ ָ֜ ר  צְּ ּוַמִּ רֹ֨ ַיֹאמְּ הבְַָּלָמהֹ֩ ֣יַַָרָעֹ֤ נֵׁ לַפְּ ֖ ע  םַמֵׁ ֹּלָתַ֔ כ  לְּ יםַּוֹ֨ ַ֔ ָהרִּ ִֽ ַבֶּ גַֹאָתםֵ֙ ֲהרֹֹ֤ ַל  יָאםֵ֙ ֹוצִּ הִֽ
ל־ָהַ םַע  ֶ֥ ָּנחֵׁ הִּ ָךַוְּ ֲח֣רֹוןַַאפֶַּ֔ הַשּוֵ֚בַמֵׁ ֲאָדָמָ֑ הָהִֽ ַָךַָרָע֖ ִֽ מֶּ ע  לְּ  
Why should the Egyptians say, ‘He brought them out with evil, to kill them in 
the mountains, and to finish them from upon the face of the ground’? Turn 
from your anger, and relent of the evil to your people. 
4.2.4.3 Preliminary Conclusions 
There is a great degree of overlap in the usage of ַ ע with ָרָעה and רֹע  ַ .ר   appears to operate רֹע 
as an abstract noun across many areas of use of ע  It should likely be seen in light of how .ר 
ע ַ operates in each of its areas of use. Thus ר   provides little information for רֹע 
understanding the use of ע  on the other hand, provides more. It appears to be the ,ָרָעה .ר 
preferred term for use in connection with the ָעוֺן domain, while ע  appears to be the ר 
preferred term in connection with the  ָרָשע and ָאֶון subdomains. Out of the two, ע  shows ר 
greater versatility, occurring across all identified domains, and much more widely. Due to 
the influence of the ָעוֺן domain, the semantic patterns ACT/BEHAVIOUR→PUNISHMENT and 
ACT/BEHAVIOUR→GUILT appear to occur for both ע  This should not be seen as a .ָרָעה and ר 
primary sense of the terms, but a development related to their use in specific domains. 
Both ע  can also be used in similar ways to simply refer to a NEGATIVE ָרָעה and ר 
ACT/BEHAVIOUR/EVENT (as seen in §4.2.3). This use nuances our understanding of the impact 
of the semantic patterns from  ָאֶון and ָעוֺן. Use of ָרָעה or ע  to refer to PUNISHMENT should ר 
not be seen everywhere a NEGATIVE EVENT is meant, but only under specific conditions.504 
Under such conditions, the semantic pattern of domains  ָאֶון and ָעוֺן could be reasonably 
expected to impose the sense of PUNISHMENT over the more general use.505 
 
 
503 This is a frequent use of the preposition. See BHRG, §39.6.4. 
504 Such as where explicit semantic associations are made. Such as in example 4.80 above, or example 4.54 
§4.2.2.1.a for ע  It may also occur where semantic associations are not explicit, but there is a strong presence .ר 
of language associated with one of the domains (e.g. language of punishment due to infraction against divine 
law). 





Finally, ָרָעה was also demonstrated to be used to describe the mode of an action. That 
example (4.82) bears similarity to example 4.83, and may help us understand the use of ע  ר 
there. 
4.83. Exodus 5:14, 19 
ּוַ כַ֗ י  לַו  ָראֵַׁ֔ שְּ ֣יַיִּ נֵׁ ַבְּ יֵ֙ רֵׁ טְּ םַשִֹֽ הֶַּ֔ מּוֲַעלֵׁ ר־ָש֣ הֲַאשֶּ עֹ֖ רְּ יַפ  ֶ֥ שֵׁ םַֹנגְּ ֹ֤ כֶּ םַָחקְּ יתֶֹּ֨ ּלִּ ַכִּ ַלֹאֹ֩ ֡דּוע  רַמ  אֹמָ֑ לֵׁ
ֹום יִֽ ם־ה  ֖מֹולַּג  ם־ּתְּ םַּג  שַֹ֔ לְּ ֣מֹולַשִּ תְּ ַכִּ בֹןֵ֙ לְּ }...ַ{ַלִּ  
ּוַ אָ֞ רְּ יִּ לַו  ֶ֛ ָראֵׁ שְּ י־יִּ ִֽ נֵׁ יַבְּ ֵ֧ רֵׁ טְּ םַשִֹֽ עבְַֹּאָת֖ רַַָר֣ אֹמָ֑ ַֹולֵׁ יֹומִֽ ֹוםַבְּ ר־יֶ֥ ב  םַדְּ ֖ יכֶּ נֵׁ בְּ ּלִּ ּוַמִּ עֶ֥ רְּ גְּ לֹא־תִּ  
The foremen of the children of Israel whom the oppressors of Pharaoh had set 
over them were beaten, saying, ‘Why have you not completed your quota of 
bricks today or yesterday as in the past?’{…} 
The foremen of the children of Israel understood506 they [the Egyptians] were 
with bad, saying, ‘You shall not reduce your [quantity of] bricks, the daily 
quota.507 
Although the preposition ב is often used to mark the object of the verb ָרָאה, in this example 
there is another object marked by ת יַ־) This is often taken to refer children of Israel 508.אֵׁ נֵׁ בְּ
ל ָראֵׁ שְּ  which forms part of the construct phrase describing the foremen.509 However, it ,(יִּ
seems more likely the pronominal suffix is anaphoric, referring to the Egyptian speakers in 
verse 14 and 16. It is difficult to establish whether a link with  ָאֶון and DECEIT should be 
understood here. 
4.3 Conclusion 
In this chapter, the domains identified in Chapter 3 were partially analysed. This was done 
with particular reference to words which were identified as being most likely to provide 
the greatest interpretive power for ע ַ In addition, the two semantic associates .ר   ָרָעה and רֹע 
were analysed with reference to ע  The results from the analysis was applied to .ר 
understanding the use of ע  .ר 
It was found that, in connection with its use with ע ,ָרָשַע  refers to HUMANS who deserve ר 
judicial action against them. Such people are people who do both ָאֶון and ָעוַֺן 
ACTS/BEHAVIOURS. In connection with its use with ע ,ָאֶון  may be linked with DECEITFUL ר 
 
 
506 Literally ‘saw’. While ָרָאה generally is used with י י in this use, it does occur without כִּ  or another discourse כִַּ
marker, and also occasionally with two objects. DCH, ראַה I, 10.d-e. 
507 ‘A thing of a day in its day.’ 
508 A number of times ָרָאה is used with two objects to mean ‘understand someone/something is’. DCH, ראה 
I, 10.e. Note also the use of ע ר  ַר with the verb בְּ בֵׁ  to speak) in Psalm 73:8. While this use is not the same, it) דִּ
does indicate the use of ע ר   to describe the mode of SPEECH. The standard interpretation has led Propp to בְּ
declare ‘Because it is so awkward, I suspect the first half of v 19 is corrupt’, and argues that it should be 
emended to read ָרָעָתם ָרע rather than (ָרָעה in their) בְּ  William Henry Propp, ed., Exodus 1-18: A New .ֹאָתםַבְּ
Translation with Introduction and Commentary, AB 2 (New York: Doubleday, 1999), 244. 
509 This is how Propp takes it. However, Durham takes it to refer to the foremen. Propp, 244; John I. Durham, 




SPEECH and ACTS/BEHAVIOURS. In connection with its use with ע ,ָעוֺן  may be linked with ר 
ACTS/BEHAVIOURS that breach divine law. 
For both  ֶןָאו  and ָעוֺן the semantic pattern ACT/BEHAVIOUR→PUNISHMENT was identified. In 
addition, for ָעוֺן, the semantic pattern ACT/BEHAVIOUR→GUILT was identified. ע  ָרָעה and ר 
were both found to participate in these semantic patterns at times. However, it was also 
noted in connection with the EVENT use of ע  that they are not limited to the ָרָעה and ר 
PUNISHMENT use of the ָאֶון and ָעוֺן domains. Rather, they both can refer more generally to a 
NEGATIVE EVENT. 
Because ע  ,(is a general term providing a negative qualification to an element (Chapter 2 ר 
where direct semantic associations do not exist, care must be taken in linking its use with 
the connotations of a particular semantic domain. Nevertheless, a number of examples 
have been given where language associated with the analysed domains provides enough to 
link ע  with the domain.510 Additionally, some examples were provided to demonstrate ר 




510 Note the specific definition of semantic association being used here is of associations identified in Chapter 
3. If we were to define ‘semantic association’ more broadly we would consider verbs of speech (for example) 








Chapter 5: Conclusion 
The current work sits within a flourishing body of scholarly work in Ancient Hebrew 
semantics. In this area it draws particular inspiration from the work of Reinier de Blois on 
the SDBH and the work of Marilyn Burton on the semantic domain of GLORY in Ancient 
Hebrew.511 
As is often the case, the original goal of the current work was overly ambitious. I had 
originally planned to analyse the entire רעע word family within their domains of operation. 
It soon became apparent that such a wide scope of analysis with such fine detail of analysis 
would be impractical and that something had to be sacrificed. This led to numerous 
limitations of scope. The focus shifted to the word ע  bad), and each stage of analysis was) ר 
reduced in scope. Thus the aim of the current work focused on presenting a more accurate 
picture of the meaning and use of ע  .ר 
While not rigorously adhering to any specific linguistic theory, this work draws on lexical 
and cognitive semantic theory to analyse ע  in Ancient and Mishnaic Hebrew. Although ר 
analysis involved the different stages feeding in to each other, it began with an analysis of 
the contribution of ע  to the discourse elements it modifies (Chapter 2). This was followed ר 
by the mapping of some of the lexical semantic domains of ע  in its combinative use ר 
(Chapter 3). Lastly, the mapped domains and part of the רעע word family were partially 
analysed with the findings applied to understanding the use of ע  .(Chapter 4) ר 
Although it does not receive much mention during Chapters 2-4, the various stages of 
Hebrew represented in the analysed texts were a consideration during the analysis. 
However, there appeared to be no clear evidence of diachronic change in the meaning of 
ע  For this reason there is little mention of meaning change.512 .ר 
The main findings of each chapter are summarised and integrated below (§5.1). This is 
followed by a brief examination of how the findings relate to previous research (§5.2) and 
a suggestion towards an improved lexical entry for ע  Lastly, some areas are .(5.3§) ר 




511 In particular see de Blois, Towards a New Dictionary of Biblical Hebrew Based on Semantic Domains; United 
Bible Societies, ‘SDBH’; Burton, The Semantics of Glory. 
512 However, during the analysis, evidence of change for other terms was detected at times. For example, טֹוַב 
(good) and ה  beautiful) were found to vary over time. This was not analysed in the current work, but has) ָיפֶּ




5.1 Main Findings 
In Chapter 2, the null hypothesis for the schematic meaning of ע ע :was taken to be ר   ר 
provides a general negative modification to the discourse element it modifies. This was 
largely found to be the case. However, there were some variations in use which were 
uncovered. ע  was found to be able to operate as the negative direction of a continuous ר 
scale, or the negative side in a two-category (good-bad) system (Figure 2.1, as 5.1 below). 
Additionally, it can be used to modify discourse elements that are prosodically neutral as 
well as those that are prosodically negative. For example, when modifying the neutral 
element ACT, it construes the ACT as NEGATIVE, and when modifying the negative element 
HARMFUL TO HUMANS, it foregrounds the negative element. ע  was also found to be used in ר 
both objective and subjective uses. 
Figure 5.1. Category Versus Scalar Use of ַע  ר 
Finally, in Chapter 2 (§2.3.8), a use was examined which could only be properly understood 
with reference to the domain mapping and analysis of Chapters 3-4. In summary, the 
findings of Chapter 2 indicate that, where semantic patterns of certain domains do not 
affect its use, ע  forms a general NEGATIVE qualification of an element which can be used in ר 
both objective and subjective descriptions. 
In Chapter 3, some of the semantic domains of ע  were mapped through a semantic ר 
association analysis. The method of analysis did not produce a map of all the domains of 
operation of ע  Rather, it led to a map of the domains of use where the combinative use of .ר 
ע  occurred in semantic association with other words. From this mapping process, three ר 
major domains of use were identified (Figure 3.1, as Figure 5.2 on the following page): 
ן and ָרָשַע .1  ,(EVILDOER and DECEIT) ָאוֶּ
 ,(SIN) ָעוֺן .2
 .(DESTRUCTION) ָרָעה .3
In Chapter 4, a shortlist of words were selected for thorough examination in the semantic 
domain analysis. These were: ָרָשע (wicked), ַ ן ,(evil) ָרָעה ,(badness) רֹע   ָעוֺן villainy), and) ָאוֶּ
(iniquity). While uses of other domain-specific words were analysed, these words received 
a full analysis and greater focus in Chapter 4. While this may lead to a skewed picture of 
ע  טֹוב ר 






the identified domains, it was deemed that such bias, while regrettable, would be in favour 
of information that would aid in the interpretation of ע  the words were selected on the) ר 
basis of their links with ע ע Thus, Figure 5.2 should be viewed as a .(ר   centric map of-ר 
semantic associations, and the domain analyses should be seen as skewed towards words 
used with ע  .ר 
Figure 5.2. Semantic Associations Network for ַע  ר 
The analysis of Chapter 4 indicated that in connection with the ָרָשַע subdomain, ע  refers ר 
to HUMANS who deserve judicial action against them. Such people are people who do both 
ע ACTS or BEHAVIOURS. However, not all uses of ָעוֺן and ָאֶון   HUMAN should be seen as within+ר 
the ָרָשַע subdomain. 
In connection with ע ,ָאֶון  ,is characterised by DECEIT. It is used in this way of SPEECH, ACTS ר 
BEHAVIOURS, and EVENTS. In contrast, in connection with ע ,ָעוֺן  is linked with ACTS or ר 
BEHAVIOURS that breach divine law. An additional semantic pattern was identified for both 
 ACT/BEHAVIOUR→PUNISHMENT. The pattern ACT/BEHAVIOUR→GUILT was also :ָעוֺן and ָאֶון 
identified for ָעוֺן. Both these patterns were seen to influence the use of ע  Reinforcing this .ר 
finding was evidence that both patterns also influence the use of ָרָעה. This means that 
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under conditions where ע  would modify ACT in connection with these domains, it may be ר 
used to refer to GUILT or PUNISHMENT for a ע ע ,ACT. However, outwith these domains ר   takes ר 
its general NEGATIVE meaning. Therefore, substantive links with a particular domain 
indicated in the discourse should indicate when these patterns occur for any particular use 
of ע   .ר 
An example is explained below, demonstrating the potential value of these findings for 
theology and exegesis (additional examples are found in Chapter 4). 
5.1 Isaiah 31:1-3 
יםיַֹה ַַ֣הֹוי ֹ֤ דִּ םֵַַ֙רְּ יִּ ֵ֙ ר  צְּ הַמִּ ָרַ֔ זְּ עֶּ ל־סַלְּ יםּוע  ֖ נָּׁשַיִַַּסִּ ָ֑ חַֹ֨יִַּוַ ַּועֵׁ טְּ בַּובְּ כֶּ ָ֜ ל־רֶּ ַַ֣ע  בַיכִּ לַָרַ֗ ֹ֤ ע  ַָרַָפִַַֽוְּ ִַַֽיםֵַ֙שִּ י־כִּ
֣מַ דַּוָעצְּ ֹאַ֔ אַמְּ ֹֹ֤ ל ֣דֹוַּוֵַ֙עָשַַוְּ ל־קְּ ַיִַַּשע  לשְּ הָו֖הַָראֵַׁ֔ ת־יְּ אֶּ אַוְּ ֶֹ֥ שּוָדָרִַַֽל  
ם־הַֹ֤ ג  אָיַ֣וַ ַָחָכםֵַַ֙אּווְּ עַבֵׁ ת־ַָרַ֔ אֶּ ַוְּ יודְּ אַָבָר֖ ֹ֣ ירַל ָ֑ סִּ ָקםֵַַ֙הֵׁ ל־ַוְּ ַ֣ע  יםַיתבֵׁ עִַּ֔ רֵׁ תַמְּ ֖ ר  זְּ ל־עֶּ ע  יֹפֶַַ֥וְּ ֲַעלֵׁ
ןָאִֽ וֶּ  
םּו יִּ ֹ֤ ר  צְּ לַָדםֵַָ֙אַמִּ לֹא־אֵַׁ֔ ִֽ סַוְּ םּווְּ ֶ֥ יהֶּ ַַרָבָשַַ֖סֵׁ לֹא־רָ֑ ַּווְּ הַח  יהָוָ֞ ִֽ ַ֣יַ ַו  ֹוַהטֶּ כַַָָידַ֗ ַֹ֤וְּ רֵַַ֙לש  לַעֹוזֵׁ ֣ ָנפ  רַוְּ ַָעז ַ֔
חְַּ י  ָּלֶַַ֥וָדַ֖וְּ ָליִַַֽםכ  כְּ ַןּויִּ  
Woe to those who go down to Egypt for help. They rely on horses, and they 
trust in chariots, because they are many, and in horsemen, because they are 
very strong, but they do not look upon the Holy One of Israel, they do not seek 
the LORD. He, also, is wise. He brings bad and he does not turn his words aside. 
He rises against the house of evildoers and against the help of doers of villainy. 
Egypt is human, and not God. Their horses are flesh and not spirit. The LORD 
will stretch out his hand and the helper will stumble and the helped will fall. 
They will all perish together. 
In this example we see the pattern ACT/BEHAVIOUR→PUNISHMENT. This is clear from the 
presence of language indicating the authoritative position of the LORD over Israel who has 
turned aside from him to seek help from Egypt. The oracle of punishment argues that those 
who do what is ע ע will not find help (from Egypt) from the ר   facing them. This is because ר 
the ע  is brought by the LORD as PUNISHMENT for their actions as evildoers and ‘doers of ר 
villainy’. Rather than turning to the LORD, they turn to Egypt for help, sealing their fate. 
Egypt, by attempting to prevent God’s action, also comes under God’s judgement. An 
understanding of the semantics of the domains of ע  means that the text should be ר 
interpreted as depicting the LORD as both the sovereign to whom one should turn for help, 
and a righteous judge. He is one who punishes deceitful, oppressive action, and watches 
over his judgement to see that it is enacted. Yet the text implies an offer of mercy: if they 
were to look upon the Holy One of Israel, if they were to seek the LORD, then this ע  need ר 
not come upon them. 
In addition to these findings in relation to ע  the current research found a certain ,ר 
conceptual distance between the  ָאֶון subdomain and ָעוַֺן domain. While each domain 
requires further research to be thoroughly mapped, this distance is unlikely to be 
disconfirmed. Therefore, words from each of these domains should not be considered 




the same word in the target language (e.g. using ‘iniquity’ for both ן  and ,(ָעוֺן and ָאוֶּ
exegetical work must consider them as referring to different concepts. 
The semantic association method was found to not provide a complete map of the domains 
of use of ע  Various reasons could account for this including: a preference to use semantic .ר 
associates with particular domains and not others; a lack of close associates in some 
domains; lower frequency of use of some domains due to the specific concerns of the texts. 
This draws attention to a potential source of error for studies using semantic associations 
to map domains: domains may be incomplete, and potentially missed in some cases. 
However, despite this, and the time cost, the method does present valuable findings which 
can positively identify paradigmatic relations between many words in a more reliable 
manner than other methods may produce.  
5.2 Comparison with Previous Research on ַע  ר 
A brief overview of research on ע  was given in the introduction (§1.2). In comparison to ר 
the definitions given by both Dohmen and Myhill, the current analysis suggested some 
variations. The definitions given by both are reproduced here. 
Dohmen: [T]he semantic spectrum of rʿʿ and its derivatives is well defined by 
its usage…. Each of these terms covers the most varied aspects of everything 
not good or negative; they do not make a distinction between ‘bad’ and ‘evil,’ 
and so the exact meaning of rʿʿ in each instance can be determined only from 
contextual clues. Semantic foci come to light only in specific types of usage.513 
Myhill: Something is raʿ if it causes a negative subjective reaction on the part 
of some being, and it involves seeing this raʿ thing from the point of view of 
that being.514 
Contrary to both were the findings of the use of ע  and ָאֶון  as influenced by the domains ר 
 to refer to GUILT and PUNISHMENT. In support of Dohmen against Myhill, it was found ָעוֺן
that ע  ’could be used in either objective or subjective uses (i.e. does not distinguish ‘bad ר 
and ‘evil’). 
In the area of semantic domains we can note a significant departure from the domains 
suggested by NIDOTTE. In NIDOTTE words from the ָאֶון subdomain and ַֺןָעו  domain are 
regularly listed in the same domains.515 In contrast, the findings partially support the 
finding of van Steenbergen in his study of Isaiah. Van Steenbergen found two subdomains 
of NEGATIVE MORAL BEHAVIOUR: subdomain A, חטא (sin), ָעוֺן (sin), and פשע (transgression); 
 
 
513 C. Dohmen and D. Rick, ‘רעע’, in TDOT, ed. G. Johannes Botterweck, Helmer Ringgren, and Heinz-Josef 
Fabry, vol. 13 (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans, 2004), 562. 
514 Myhill, ‘Subjective Hebrew Raʿ and Objective English Evil: A Semantic Analysis’, 5. 
515 ‘Iniquity’, ‘Sin, guilt, rebellion, transgression, wrong’, and ‘Transgression’. VanGemeren, NIDOTTE. Vol. 3, 




and subdomain B, ַן  wicked). Although van Steenbergen relies) רשע and ,רעע ,(iniquity) ָאוֶּ
on analysis of roots, we can see this finding replicated in the separation between major 
domains 1 (ָרָשע and ן  In addition, his worldview explanation appears to have .(ָעוֺן) and 2 (ָאוֶּ
some relevance for the difference between  ָאֶון and ָעוֺן. He argued that words found within 
 are more closely linked to relationships between humans, and that words found within ָאֶון
 רעע are more closely linked with a relationship to the divine.516 His definition of ָעוַֺן
behaviour may make a reasonable definition of its use in reference to ָאֶון and ָעוֺן; ‘A 
deliberate form of negative moral behaviour of various degrees of specificity, regularly 
associated with active involvement in specific kinds of unacceptable behaviour.’517 
However, van Steenbergen places רעע within his second subdomain. In contrast, the 
current research shows that ע  operate across the domains. It is possible that (ָרָעה and) ר 
this was masked in his study by considering whole word families (רעע and רשע) as single 
units rather than related-but-different words. 
In relation to my previous work on the word family 518,רעע the current work investigated 
the link with ב רֶּ ע .(ָרָעה) words within the third domain ,ָרָעַב and חֶּ  were found ָרָעה and ר 
to operate as superordinates of this highly specific domain. Their use as part of the domain 
was not considered to be fruitful for understanding ע  .further ר 
5.2.1 A Brief Comparison with the Lexica 
The findings of this study highlight a consistent weakness in the lexica: the reliance on 
glosses. This unfortunately creates a blunt instrument that struggles to handle the nuance 
indicated in the use of ע  ָעוַֺן subdomain and ָאֶון particularly in connection with the ,ר 
domain. It appears that the connection with GUILT and PUNISHMENT has not been noted 
previously. Indeed, it is exactly the nuance found there that the lexica struggle to describe. 
Furthermore, the lexica struggle to account for the wide range of use of ע  often splitting ,ר 
into multiple senses where it simply forms a NEGATIVE qualification of differing elements 
(so with HALOT and BDB). DCH performs better on this score, with less senses and a wide 
range of glosses (e.g. sense 2 = ‘bad, evil, i.e. displeasing, disagreeable, unpleasant, 
unsatisfactory, distressing’).519 However, DCH lacks further description necessary to make 




516 Van Steenbergen, Semantics, World View and Bible Translation, 157. 
517 Van Steenbergen, 186. 
518 Foster, ‘Delimitation of the Semantic Field of רעע’. 




5.2.2 The Semantic Dictionary of Biblical Hebrew 
After this thesis was submitted, the SDBH was updated to include an entry on ע  This is .ר 
certainly a welcome addition to the SDBH and begs the question: ‘Is the current work still 
of value?’ In this section I will attempt to briefly summarise the information presented on 
ע  in the SDBH and point to some areas the results of the current work may add value or ר 
even question the entries. 
The entry in the SDBH suggests six broad areas of use for ע  These are presented below in .ר 
the form found on the website, which includes glosses followed by Hebrew Bible frequency 
numbers:  
a) bad [21] 
b) evil; wicked [41] 
c) fierce; wild; cruel [8] 
d) sad; downcast [4] 
e) harm; misery; trouble; disaster; evil [65] 
f) evil (actions) [210]520 
The first entry, ‘bad’, refers to a series of ways an object may be evaluated as bad. This shows 
a fairly close overlap with COMMODITY uses (§2.3.3). The lexical domain attached to this use 
could be improved with the inclusion of ַ  .רֹע 
The second entry, ‘evil; wicked’, refers to the condition of a human or spirit. This use 
appears to overlap with uses of ע ע subdomain. That is, where ָרָשע in the ר   modifies ר 
HUMAN(BEHAVIOUR). However, it also is extended to uses to describe the ן יִּ  eye) of a person) ע 
and to spirits. The inclusion of these two into the entry do not seem to fit well with the 
apparent character of the ָרָשע subdomain (§4.2.1.1.2), particularly with respect to the 
judicial implications. The halakhic use of ןַָרָעה יִּ  in m. Terumot 4:3 appears to indicate the ע 
possibility of a non-moral meaning to the phrase.521 Additionally, the use of ע ַ with ר   רּוח 
(spirit) may not carry judicial implications.522 The lexical domain may need to be examined 
with reference to the ָרָשַע subdomain to determine if some additional words need to be 
added. 
The third entry, ‘fierce; wild; cruel’, refers to uses modifying ָיה ב animal) and) ח  רֶּ  .(sword) חֶּ
Although I may dispute the inclusion of ‘not useful’ in the definition,523 this entry seems 
 
 
520 United Bible Societies, ‘SDBH’, 2020, http://semanticdictionary.org/. 
521 Although this could be forced rather than standard use. 
522 Although this might be a peculiarity with the SPIRIT use. 
523 As of 04/06/2020 the definition reads ‘condition of an animal that is untamed and dangerous, or of an 
object that is not useful and dangerous’. However, the use of ַע ַב to modify ר  רֶּ  Ps 144:10; example 2.94) does) חֶּ




sound and roughly corresponds to uses which modify prosodically negative discourse 
elements. 
The fourth entry, ‘sad; downcast’, refers to uses which relate to grief. These were primarily 
dealt with in §2.3.4 (although Neh 2:1 was dealt with in example 2.31, §2.3.2). This entry is 
fairly straightforward. 
The fifth entry, ‘harm; misery; trouble; disaster; evil’, is defined as: ‘state of an event or an 
object that is very difficult or painful or harmful; also used to describe the attitude or 
emotion in reaction to such an event’.524 This entry relates to general negative uses 
(primarily seen in §4.2.4.2 when discussing the relation between ָרָעה and ע  ,However .(ר 
this entry includes ן  in the lexical domain. This conflicts with the tentative findings ָאוֶּ
concerning the  ָאֶון subdomain. While the entry may be correct in including ן  in the ָאוֶּ
lexical domain, the current work casts doubt on this. 
The sixth entry, ‘evil (actions)’, is fairly straightforward. It refers to the vast number of cases 
where ע  modifies an ACT or BEHAVIOUR. However, there is a significant concern with the ר 
items identified in the lexical domain attached to this use. Specifically, ן ָלה and ָאוֶּ וְּ  are ע 
included with ָבה  domain were found in this work to be ָעוֺן subdomain and ָאֶון The 525.ּתֹועֵׁ
lacking any frequent links between them. This result seriously questions the inclusion of 
these words together in a lexical domain. In addition, a word closely related to the use of 
ע  .is missing.526 It seems that two domains of use may be conflated here ,ָעוֺן ,in this domain ר 
The sixth entry also lists the uses of ע ע which occur in the phrase ר  רַָהר  עֵׁ  (purge the bad) בִּ
which was established to refer to GUILT rather than an ACT (§2.3.8 and §4.2.2). This 
highlights an issue with the SDBH entry: it fails to identify the uses of ע  which follow the ר 
semantic patterns in the ָעוֺן domain (ACT/BEHAVIOUR→PUNISHMENT and 
ACT/BEHAVIOUR→GUILT). This could, perhaps be included as an implication, as is done for 
the entry on ָעוֺן, ‘► resulting in a state of guilt which often leads to punishment’.527 
Finally, the SDBH lacks explicit observation of the scalar/categorical uses of ע  It also lacks .ר 
explicit observation of subjective versus objective use. Introduction of both of these at 
relevant points would be a good improvement. 
In conclusion, the SDBH entry on ע  is a welcome addition, but lacks some important ר 
features. These features include: scalar versus categorical usage; subjective versus objective 
 
 
524 United Bible Societies, ‘SDBH’, 2020, http://semanticdictionary.org/. 
525 In addition, the verb פשַע is included here. While only ַע ש   was studied (and does not yet have an entry in פֶּ
SDBH) we might wonder if the verb should be included. 
ע 526  .ָעוֺן is also missing from the lexical domains in the entry on ר 




usage; and potentially faulty identification of the domains mapped in the current work. 
This identification of domains is perhaps most problematic when it comes to the potential 
for ע  domain.528 ָעוַֺן to follow semantic patterns from the ר 
5.3 Towards a New Entry for ע  ר 
Future lexicographical entries on ע  may be improved in a number of ways. Here I will ר 
attempt to sketch out information relevant to an entry for ע  .from the findings of this work ר 
ע  It often occurs without modifying a noun. In such .רעע is an adjective of the word family ר 
use it can be considered to modify some feature (or element) arising from the discourse. 
ע  as well as) טֹוב is used as a general term to qualify something as negative. Its opposite is ר 
ה ע .(in post-Biblical and especially Mishnaic Hebrew ָיפֶּ  most often provides a general ר 
negative modification to the discourse element it modifies. Where such an element is 
negative already, it emphasises the negative quality. 
ע  may be used objectively (where the writer expects everyone to immediately agree with ר 
the assessment), or subjectively (where the writer specifies a certain point of view). It may 
be construed as part of a bi-polar scale from טֹוב (or ה ע to (ָיפֶּ  or as part of a two-category ,ר 
system (as in the case of moral objective use). 
ע  occurs across a wide selection of domains and does not appear to cede ground in any ר 
domains to any other words across the periods studied. Furthermore, in some domains 
(which are of particular interest to the authors of the biblical text) ע  takes on semantic ר 
patterns of the domain. 
In particular, the semantic patterns identified for the ָעוֺן domain (characterised by breach 
of divinely delegated authority) and the  ָאֶון subdomain (characterised by deceit) were seen 
for ע  These included the patterns: ACT/BEHAVIOUR→GUILT and .ר 
ACT/BEHAVIOUR→PUNISHMENT. That is, ע  could be used as a member of these domains to ר 
refer to either GUILT (ָעוֺן only) or PUNISHMENT (both domains) as a result of a ע  ACT or ר 
BEHAVIOUR. Uses to refer to these things may be indicated by discourse context, such as 
where ע ע is done to someone as a judicial response to ר   ,done by that person. Similarly ר 
where ע ע describes something that needs to be removed as a result of ר   actions it (ָעוֺן or) ר 




528 This issue with the semantic domains is curious. In personal correspondence with de Blois I gained the 




5.4 Areas for Future Research 
Throughout the analysis, areas for future research have been indicated. These generally 
relate to areas of limitation in scope. For example, it would be of benefit to analyse the 
entire רעע word family as has been done for ע  Another area where this study is lacking is .ר 
in relation to the domains of opposites. Thus, a study of טֹוב may be instructive to gaining 
a full understanding of the use of both ע  .טֹוב and ר 
There were some limitations in relation to Chapters 3-4 which could be addressed through 
future research. With respect to the domains within which ע  functions, it may be ר 
instructive to investigate the domains where regular semantic associations did not arise. 
While the use of ע  in these domains could be limited to the general NEGATIVE use ר 
identified, it cannot be known unless it is examined. 
In addition, the domains mapped in Chapter 3 are in need of further analysis. First, each 
domain should be established from the perspective of its core terms rather than its 
relationship to ע  This will give a clearer picture of the extent of each domain. The .ר 
interrelations of words in each domain should then be examined to display the shades of 
meaning found within each domain. That would also display which features highlighted in 
this study are true domain features, and which are artefacts of the scope of analysis. 
Additionally, such research may provide a clearer picture of discourse features which 
identify the use of these domains, thus making it clearer how ע  is being used at any ר 
particular time. 
Two important areas for further research concern the ָאֶון subdomain and ָעוַֺן domain. For 
the  ָאֶון subdomain, the current work suggested that MISFORTUNE is not properly a feature of 
the subdomain, but that it is also used for PUNISHMENT of ָאֶון ACTS. This should be treated as 
a tentative finding pending a full study of the ָאֶון subdomain. For the ָעוֺן domain, the 
current work found it referred to a breach of divine law. This builds on van Steenbergen’s 
analysis which found the group of terms referred to a breach of relationship with ‘causality’ 
(i.e. the divine).529 However, as with ָאֶון, this finding, and the exact interrelations between 
the words within the domain await a full study of the ָעוֺן domain. 
Finally, an area for future research is the theological implications of the current work. This 
has been left relatively unexplored. The findings of this work can provide further clarity for 
interpreting the text which will have implications for exegesis and theology. However, the 
extent to which current theological understandings may be impacted (whether 
substantially, or simply nuanced) by these findings awaits future analysis.  
 
 





A. ע  and Schema: Additional Analysis ר 
As mentioned in Chapter 2 (§2.2.2), groups of uses of ע  with less than ten occurrences ר 
presented in Table 2.1 (except for the ANIMAL group) are analysed here. 
A.1  רּוַח (spirit) 
There are 9 occurrences of ע ַ modifying ר   spirit) in the analysed texts [7; 0; 0; 0; 2]. This) רּוח 
use appears to exist in very specific circumstances, always in the phrase ָרָעה ַ  and רּוח 
primarily in 1 Samuel.  
Occurrences: Judg 9:23; 1 Sam 16:14, 15, 16, 23; 18:10; 19:9; m. Šabb. 2:5; m. ʿErub. 4:1. 
In all extant uses of ַָרָעה  .it appears that the modified element is SPIRIT ,רּוח 
A.1. Judges 9:23 
ַ יםֵ֙ חֱַאֹלהִּ ֹ֤ ל  שְּ יִּ ַו  הַ֣רּוח  ְךָרָעַ֔ לֶּ ִֽ ימֶּ ֲאבִּ םַב  ֖ כֶּ י־שְּ ֲעלֵׁ ּוַב  דֶ֥ ּגְּ בְּ יִּ םַו  ָ֑ כֶּ יַשְּ ֣ ֲעלֵׁ יןַב  ֖ ְךַּובֵׁ לֶּ ימֶַּ֔ יןֲַאבִּ ֣ בֵׁ  
God sent a bad spirit between Abimelech and the leaders of Shechem, and the 
leaders of Shechem dealt treacherously with Abimelech. 
While DCH lists ַ  as being able to refer to temper or anger, in this occurrence the spirit רּוח 
is sent.530 Although non-sentient things can be sent (e.g. ָדָגן, grain in Joel 2:19), in all other 
uses when ַ  is sent it refers to a spirit. God sends his spirit (Isa 48:16) and withdraws it רּוח 
(example A.2). 
A.2. 1 Samuel 16:14 
ּתּוַ ֶ֥ ֲעת  ִֽ ּולַּובִּ םַָשאָ֑ ֣ עִּ ָרהַמֵׁ הָוֶ֛הַָס֖ ַיְּ ּוח  רֵ֧ ַוְּ ּוח  ה־רִֽ ַהַָרָע֖ הָוִֽ תַיְּ ֶ֥ אֵׁ מֵׁ  
The Spirit of the LORD turned from Saul and a bad spirit from the LORD terrified 
him. 
A.3. m. Šabbat 2:5 
יַ נֵׁ פְּ יםַמִּ טִּ יסְּ יַלֵׁ נֵׁ פְּ םַמִּ יַגֹויִּ נֵׁ פְּ אַמִּ ָיירֵׁ תְּ הּואַמִּ יַשֶּ נֵׁ פְּ רַמִּ ּנֵׁ תַה  הַאֶּ בֶּ כ  מְּ ַה  םַָרָעהַרּוח  אִּ
ןַָפטּוַר יש  יִּ הַשֶּ חֹולֶּ ילַה  בִּ שְּ  בִּ
The one who puts out the [Sabbath] lamp [on the night of the Sabbath] from 
fear of gentiles, of robbers, of a bad spirit, or so that a sick person might sleep 
is exempt [from punishment]. 
Given the modified element is SPIRIT, there is no reason to suspect that ע  contributes ר 




530 Although DCH classifies this use of ַ ח as ‘temper, anger’, when considering רּוח   .’DCH lists it as ‘spirit ,ָשל 
See DCH, ַ  e. Commentators take it as evil spirit without referring to the possibility of.6 ,שלח ;b.8.3 ,רּוח 
another meaning. For example, Trent C. Butler, Judges, WBC 8 (Nashville, TN: Thomas Nelson, 2009), 244; 





There are 8 occurrences where ע ה) modifies one of three synonyms ר  ֲעשֶּ יל ,מ  ֲעלִּ ֲעָלל or ,מ   (מ 
referring to a DEED through attributive, predicative, or construct relations [6; 0; 2; 0; 0]. One 
of these (1QHa V,20) was too damaged to be analysed further here. 
Occurrences: 1 Sam 25:3; Zech 1:4; Eccl 2:17; 4:3; 12:14; Ezra 9:13; Neh 9:35; 1QHa V,20*; 4Q169 
3-4iii3. 
These occurrences bear close similarities to the use of ע  .(2.3.1§) ָעָשה in conjunction with ר 
All uses appear to modify the element BEHAVIOUR.531  
A.4. 1 Samuel 25:3b 
הַוְַּ ֶ֛ ישַָקשֶּ ֶ֥ ָהאִּ עַוְּ ֶ֥ יםר  ֖ ֲעָללִּ מ   
…and the man was severe and bad of deeds. 
It was shown in Chapter 2 (§2.1.3, example 2.2) that in this example the primary 
relationship is between ע ים and ר  ֲעָללִּ  deeds). As was mentioned there, the discourse) מ 
shows Nabal acting in a harsh and inhospitable manner to David and his men who 
protected his shepherds and sheep (1 Sam 25:10-11, 15-16). Thus this specific use in the 
discourse indicates that Nabal is prone to doing ע  acts and therefore the reader/hearer ר 
should expect him to act in that way. Because the text is indicating Nabal’s pattern of 
behaviour, the modified element should be taken to be BEHAVIOUR rather than ACT. Thus, 
ע  provides a negative qualification of BEHAVIOUR. This use should be considered an ר 
objective use of ע  There are no markers of subjectivity in the text and the text simply .ר 
labels him in this way setting up expectations for the following discourse which displays 
the truth of the claim. 
Examples A.5 and A.6, below, demonstrate some additional uses. In these uses the 
modified element may be ACT, referring to things done rather than a pattern of behaviour. 
However, this is complicated by the parallel with ְך רֶּ  .way) in example A.5) דֶּ
A.5. Zechariah 1:4 
ַמִַּ ּובּוַָנאֵ֙ ֹותַשֹ֤ ָבאַ֔ הָו֣הַצְּ ַיְּ רֵ֙ הַָאמ  יםַּוכֹֹ֤ םַָהָרעִַּ֔ ֣ יכֶּ כֵׁ רְּ ַיד  ילֵׁ ֲעלְּ ִֽ םַָהִַֽמ  ֖ יםכֶּ ָ֑ א־ַָרעִּ ִֹֽ ל ּוַוְּ עֶ֛ אַָשמְּ ֶֹ֥ ל וְּ
ה הָוִֽ ם־יְּ א  יַנְּ ֖ ל  יבּוַאֵׁ ֶ֥ שִּ קְּ  הִּ
Thus says the LORD of Hosts, ‘Turn from your bad ways and your bad deeds.’ 




531 Although, as discussed in §2.3.5.1, there may be some difficulty determining the boundary between 




A.6. 4Q169 3-4iii3-4 
לכולַישראַלַרעיםהםַהמעשַיפשרוַעלַדורשיַהחלקותַאשרַבאחריתַהקץַיגלוַ  
 ורביםַיבינוַבעוונםַושנאום
Its interpretation concerns the seekers of flattery: in the end time their bad 
deeds will be revealed to all Israel. Then many will perceive their iniquity and 
hate them. 
Example A.7 is a little bit different. 
A.7. Ecclesiastes 4:3 
ת־ה ַ ַאֶּ א־ָרָאהֵ֙ ִֹֽ רַל ֹ֤ אַָהָיָ֑הֲַאשֶּ ֹ֣ ןַל ֖ ר־ֲעדֶּ תֲַאשֶּ ֶ֥ םַאֵׁ יהֶַּ֔ נֵׁ ּׁשְּ ַמִּ טֹובֵ֙ הוְּ ֣ ֲעשֶּ עָהַַמ  הַַָרַ֔ ֲעָש֖ רַנ  ֶ֥ ֲאשֶּ
ַש מֶּ ָּׁשִֽ תַה  ח  ֶ֥  ּת 
Better than both is the one who is not yet, who has not seen the bad work that 
is occurring532 under the sun. 
At first glance it appears that the modified element is ACT. However, Qohelet may be 
lamenting the oppressive acts that occur on earth, as well as events such as the lack of 
comforters for the oppressed (Eccl 4:1-2).533 Whether ACT or incorporating both ACT and 
EVENT, this is described here as ע  ,again a negative qualification. Thus, in modifying DEED ,ר 
ע  .applies a negative qualification to the element ר 
A.3  ם  (water) ַמיִּ
There are 7 occurrences where ע ַם modifies ר  יִּ  water) [1; 0; 0; 0; 6]. In three of the) מ 
mishnaic uses ַם יִּ  .is elided מ 
Occurrences: 2 Kgs 2:19; m. Ber. 3:5; m. Šabb. 22:4; m. ʾAbot 1:11; m. Ḥul. 3:5; m. Miqw. 10:6 
(x2). 





532 Samet shows that the participle is likely represented by the pointing here, with the vowel pattern being 
confused with a third א form. Nili Samet, ‘The Validity of the Masoretic Text as a Basis for Diachronic 
Linguistic Analysis of Biblical Texts: Evidence from Masoretic Vocalisation’, JS 25, no. 2 (2016): 1069–70. 
533 Fox argues that events are in view. Schoors suggests it remains unclear. However, Qohelet’s unusual use 
of language renders Fox’s suggestion likely. Michael V Fox, Qoheleth and His Contradictions, Bible and 
Literature Series 18 (Sheffield: Almond Press, 1989), 202; A. Schoors, The Preacher Sought to Find Pleasing 
Words: A Study of the Language of Qoheleth Part II Vocabulary, Orientalia Lovaniensia Analecta 143 (Leuven: 
Peeters, 2004), 146; Samet, ‘Qohelet’s Idiolect: The Language of a Jew in a Changing World’; Foster, ‘Is 




A.8. 2 Kings 2:19, 21-22 
ה ַ םוְּ יִּ ֶ֥ יםַַמ  ֖ ָהָאֶָ֥רעִּ ת...וְּ לֶּ ָכִֽ ש  ץַמְּ רֶּ  
הַ ּלֶּ םַָהאֵַׁ֔ יִּ ֣ מ  ַל  יֵ֙ אתִּ פִֵּ֙ הַרִּ הָוַ֗ רַיְּ ֣ ה־ָאמ  רַכִֹֽ אמֶּ ָֹ֜ י חַו  ל  ָ֑ םַמֶּ ְך־ָש֖ לֶּ שְּ י  םַו  יִּ מ ַ֔ אַה  ל־מֹוָצ֣ ַאֶּ אֵ֙ צֵׁ יֵׁ ו 
ת לֶּ ָכִֽ ש  תַּומְּ וֶּ םַ֖עֹודַָמֶ֥ ָּׁשֶ֛ ֶ֥הַמִּ יֶּ הְּ א־יִּ ִֹֽ  ל
ַָ֑ה ּזֶּ ֣יֹוםַה  דַה  ֖ םַע  יִּ מ ַ֔ ָר֣פּוַה  יֵׁ  ו 
‘…the water is bad and the land unfruitful.’… He went out to the source of the 
water and cast salt there. Then he said, ‘Thus says the Lord: “I have healed this 
water, death and unfruitfulness will no longer come from there.”’ So the water 
has been healed until this day… 
A.9. m. ʾAbot 1:11 
לְַּ ט  קֹוםַה ַַאבְּ מְּ לּוַלִּ יגְּ תִּ תַָּגלּותַוְּ אַָתחֹובּוַחֹוב  מֵׁ םַשֶּ יכֶּ רֵׁ יבְּ דִּ יָּזֲהרּוַבְּ ׳ַהִּ םיֹוןַאֹו׳ֲַחָכמִּ יִּ ַמ 
יםָהַ מּותּוַָרעִּ י  םַוְּ יכֶּ יםַַאֲחרֵׁ ָבאִּ יםַה  ידִּ מִּ לְּ ּת  ּתּוַה  שְּ יִּ וְּ  
Abtallion says, ‘Sages be careful what you say, lest you incur the penalty of 
exile and you go into exile to a place of bad water, and the disciples who follow 
you drink and die… 
Bad water may lead to unproductive land (example A.8) or human (example A.9) or animal 
death (m. Ḥul. 3:5). The element in view, therefore, appears to be WATER QUALITY. Good 
quality water would be water that can be safely consumed by humans and animals, and 
produces crops. This does not mean bad quality water has no use. For example, it can be 
used to keep other things cool: 
A.10. m. Šabbat 22:4 
תַה ַ אֶּ ין...ַוְּ נִּ םנֹותְּ יםַבַַָָמיִּ ָיפִּ יםה  יָּצנַּוַָרעִּ יִּ ילַשֶּ בִּ שְּ בִּ  
They put… good water into bad to keep it cool. 
When modifying WATER QUALITY, ע  applies a negative qualification to the element. In the ר 
cognitive context the positive-negative scale appears to concern whether the water has 
life-sustaining quality or not. 
A.4 TIME 
There are six occurrences where ע  day) [5; 1; 0; 0; 0]. Two of these occur in) יֹום modifies ר 
construct. There were an additional seven occurrences where ע  ;may modify TIME [5; 1; 1 ר 
0; 0]. These all occur in the syntactically ambiguous phrase תַָרָעה  and are dealt with in עֵׁ
§A.4.2. 
A.4.1  יֹום ַרע 
Occurrence: Gen 47:9; Amos 6:3; Ps 49:6; 94:13; Prov 15:15; Sir 40:23 (Sir B 10r15). 





A.11. Genesis 47:9 
טַוְַּ ֣ ע  ַא֖תַָשָנָ֑הַמְּ יםַּומְּ ֶ֥ ֹלשִּ יַשְּ ַ֔ גּור  ֣יַמְּ נֵׁ ַשְּ יֵ֙ מֵׁ הַיְּ עַֹ֔ רְּ ל־פ  ַאֶּ ֲעקֹבֵ֙ רַי  אמֶּ ֹֹ֤ י יםו  ַַָרעִַּ֗ ַָהיּוֵ֙ יֵ֙ מֵׁ ֣יַיְּ נֵׁ שְּ
ַם ִֽ יהֶּ גּורֵׁ יַמְּ ֖ ימֵׁ יַבִּ ֣יֲַאבֹת ַ֔ יֵׁ ַח  יֵ֙ נֵׁ ַשְּ יֵ֙ מֵׁ ת־יְּ יגּוַאֶּ ּׂשִַּ֗ אַהִּ ֹ֣ ל יַוְּ י ַ֔  ח 
Jacob said to Pharaoh, ‘The days of the years of my sojourning are one hundred 
and thirty years. The days of the years of my life have been few and bad. They 
have not reached the days of the years of the lives of my ancestors, in the days 
of their sojourning. 
In this example, the modified element appears to be LIFETIME. From the context it appears 
that Jacob is labelling it as negative due to the length of his life in comparison to the length 
of his ancestors. In this use we may say that ע  is subjective, with Jacob classifying his life ר 
as such based on a comparison which does not hold for many others. 
A.12. Proverbs 15:15 
יָכל־ַ ֣ מֵׁ יַַיְּ ֣ יםַָענִּ ָ֑ ידָרעִּ ִֽ הַָתמִּ ֶ֥ ּתֶּ שְּ בַמִּ ֹוב־לֵׁ ַ֗ טִֽ וְּ  
All the days of the afflicted are bad, but the good of heart has a continual feast. 
In this example, the modified element is LIFETIME(AFFLICTED HUMAN). The contrast is 
between the lives of the afflicted and the good of heart. י  should be understood as afflicted ָענִּ
rather than poor here because the poor can be good of heart, but the afflicted, or one with 
a sorrowful heart has a broken spirit (Prov 15:13). ע  .provides a negative qualification ר 
Although it does not explicitly feature in Jacob’s explanation, this may perhaps be seen as 
true from his evaluation of his life (example A.11). That is, Jacob sees them as bad because 
of his perspective on his life, a number of years of which he spent mourning for Joseph (Gen 
44:27-29). 
A.13. Psalm 94:12-13 
ּנַּו ִֽ דֶּ מְּ ל  ַתְּ ָךֶ֥ ּתֹוָרתְּ מִּ ּנּוַָיָּ֑הַּוִֽ ֣ רֶּ ּסְּ י  ר־ּתְּ רֲַאשֶּ ֣בֶּ ּגֶּ יַ׀ַה  ֹ֤ רֵׁ  ַאשְּ
ַ֣ ֹוַמִּ יטַלַ֭ ֣ ָקִּ שְּ ה  ילְּ עַַימֵׁ תָרָ֑ ח  עַָשִֽ הַָלָרָש֣ ֖ ָכרֶּ דַיִּ ֹ֤ ע   
Blessed is the man whom you discipline O LORD, and [whom] you instruct 
from your law, to quiet him during534 days of bad until a pit is dug for the 
wicked. 
This example refers not to LIFETIME, but to TIME(PERIOD). The instruction from the LORD is 
intended to help the person to endure a certain time which will end when the pit is dug for 
the wicked. ע  (again provides a negative qualification, not specifying how the TIME(PERIOD ר 





534 On the translation of the verb and ן  preposition see Marvin E. Tate, Psalms 51-100, 484. This interpretation מִּ
makes the most sense of following temporal clause. In view here is the sustaining of the blessed man through 




A.4.2  ת ָרָעה  עֵׁ
Occurrence: Jer 15:11; Amos 5:13; Mic 2:3; Ps 37:19; Eccl 9:12; Sir 11:27 (Sir A 4v15); and 11Q5 
XVIII, 15. 
In the case of TIME, there is some difficulty in determining the exact number of uses to 
element to this group. This is because the phrase ָרָעה תַ  bad time/time of bad) is) עֵׁ
ambiguous. It could either be a construct phrase employing the noun ָרָעה, or ע  modifying ר 
the feminine noun ת  .time). Example A.14 (below) highlights the issue well) עֵׁ
A.14. Amos 5:13 
יַ ֶ֛ םַכִּ דָֹ֑ יאַיִּ ֖ הִּ תַה  ֶ֥ ילַָבעֵׁ ֶ֛ כִּ שְּ מ  ןַה  תַָלכֵַׁ֗ ֶ֥ הַעֵׁ יַאָרָע֖ ִֽ הִּ  
Therefore, the prudent one—in that time—will be silent because it is a bad 
time [time of evil?]. 
At this point it is worth considering Ecclesiastes 12:1. 
A.15. Ecclesiastes 12:1 
ַ אּוֵ֙ ֵֹ֙ רַלֹא־ָיב ֹ֤ דֲַאשֶּ ֣ יָךַע  ָ֑ חּורֹתֶּ יַבְּ ֖ ימֵׁ יָךַבִּ אֶַּ֔ ת־֣בֹורְּ ַאֶּ כֹרֵ֙ יַּוזְּ ֣ מֵׁ הָהִַֽיְּ רַַָרָעַ֔ ֣ יםֲַאשֶּ יעּוַָשנִַּ֔ ֣ ּגִּ הִּ וְּ
ַץ פֶּ ִֽ םַחֵׁ ֖ יַָבהֶּ ֶ֥ ין־לִּ ִֽ רַאֵׁ  ּתֹאמ ַ֔
Remember your creator in the days of your youth, before the days of the evil 
come and the years arrive of which you say, ‘I have no delight in them.’ 
This example uses the noun ָרָעה. In this passage, the days ‘of the evil’ are days in which a 
person does not have delight. From all appearances, its meaning is indistinguishable from 
when ע  is used. It appears to have applied a negative qualification to the element ר 
TIME(PERIOD). In this use it contrasts with ץ פֶּ  delight), indicating the modification is) חֵׁ
subjective. Example A.15 is, then, similar to example A.13. This indicates it is unlikely to be 
semantically possible to differentiate syntactically ambiguous uses.  
A.16. Jeremiah 15:11 
יַבְַּ ִֽ ּתִּ ֣עְּ ּג  פְּ ם־֣לֹואַ׀ַהִּ ֹובַאִּ טָ֑ ָךַלְּ ֖ ותִּ רִּ ִֽ אַשֵׁ ֶֹ֥ ם־ל הַאִּ הָוַ֔ רַיְּ ֣ ַבְַָּאמ  תָךַ֗ ֶ֥ ה־עֵׁ ת־ַָרָעֶ֛ הַאֶּ תַָצָר֖ ֶ֥ עֵׁ ּובְּ
ִֽב  ָהֹאיֵׁ
The LORD says, ‘Have I not set you free for good? Have I not pleaded for you 
with the enemy in a bad time and a time of distress? 
A.17. Ecclesiastes 9:12 
הַ צֹוָד֣ מְּ ַבִּ יםֵ֙ ֱאָחזִּ ִֽ ּנֶּ ַשֶּ יםֵ֙ ָדגִּ ֹוַכ  ּתַ֗ ת־עִּ םַאֶּ עַָהָאָדָ֜ ֹ֨ ד  א־יֵׁ ִֹֽ ַל םֹ֩ יַּג  הַכִּ֡ ֖זֹותַָרָעַ֔ יםַָהֲאח  ַ֔ רִּ פ  ּצִּ כ ֹ֨ וְּ
םַלְַּ ָאָדַ֔ ֣יַָהִֽ נֵׁ ַבְּ יםֵ֙ ּוָקשִּ םַיִֽ חַָכהֵַׁ֗ ָפָ֑ תב  ֣ הַַעֵׁ ַםָרָעַ֔ ֹאִֽ תְּ םַפִּ ֖ יהֶּ ֹולֲַעלֵׁ פֶ֥ ּתִּ שֶּ כְּ  
For the person does not know his time. Like the fish that are caught in a bad 
trap and like the birds caught in the trap, like them the children of man are 
snared at a bad time, when it suddenly falls upon them. 
In example A.16, one might argue that the noun is used because it is in parallel with a noun. 
However, it is not necessary for a noun to be in parallel with a noun, and we might make 
the opposite argument with Ecclesiastes 9:12 (example A.17), where there is a parallel 




Shoshan is followed, categorising these as uses of 535.ָרָעה Despite this, they are considered 
further in this section as relevant to the use of ע  .ר 
In examples A.16-A.17 above, the modified element is TIME(PERIOD) as it was in example 
A.13. Similarly, the qualification is a negative one. The time is considered bad in the sense 
that it causes distress (example A.16), or is a negative change in fortunes (which may also 
imply distress, example A.17). 




Behold, the eyes of the LORD have compassion on the good. His mercy 
increases on those who glorify him. From a bad time he will deliver [their] 
soul. 
In example A.18, the same pattern is seen. This example is similar to example A.13 above. 
The one who trusts in the LORD will be delivered through the ע  ,TIME(PERIOD). However ר 
the time itself is nondescript. As with the other uses, a negative qualification is in view, 
likely referring to times which cause distress. 
A.4.3 Conclusion 
The element TIME when modified by ע  is always viewed in terms of the passing of events ר 
with reference to some human. When ע  modifies TIME, it provides a negative qualification ר 
encompassing the occurrence of things in life that are considered distressing (example 
A.16). This could be due to one’s own attitude to life (example A.12). Distressing things may 
include the behaviour of others (example A.13), a short life (example A.11) among others. 
A.5 ֶצר  (inclination) יֵׁ
There are six occurrences where ע ר modifies ר  צֶּ  ,These occur in attributive .[2 ;0 ;2 ;0 ;2] יֵׁ
predicative, and construct relations. 
Occurrences: Gen 6:5; 8:21; 4Q417 1ii12; 11Q5 XIX,16; m. Ber. 9:5; m. ʾAbot 2:11. 
A.5.1 Elements and Modification 
The use of ר צֶּ  in the analysed texts needs to be addressed. In earlier texts it can be used of יֵׁ
something that is formed.536 However, in later use it is more technical, becoming ‘the focal 
point of (at least one part of) Tannaitic anthropology’.537 In this part of Tannaitic 
anthropology, the use of ר צֶּ  alone accounts for human sinfulness. However, in Qumran it יֵׁ
 
 
535 Abraham Even-Shoshan, A new concordance of the Bible, §ָרָעה. 
536 DCH, ר צֶּ  .יֵׁ




is a more marginal concept, while having some role in accounting for human sinfulness.538 
Despite the variation in meaning of ר צֶּ ע the term’s use with ,יֵׁ  is most likely derived from ר 
its use in Genesis 6:5 and 8:21.539 
A.19. Genesis 6:5 
ָכל־ ץַוְּ םַָבָאָ֑רֶּ תַָהָאָד֖ ֶ֥ הַָרע  ָבֶ֛ יַר  ֶ֥ הַכִּ הָוַ֔ אַיְּ ַֽ֣רְּ י  רֵַ֙ו  צֶּ קַַיֵֵׁ֙ ֶ֥ ֹוַר  בַ֔ תַלִּ בֹ֣ שְּ חְּ עַמ  ֖ ֹוַםר  יִֽ ָכל־ה   
The LORD saw that the badness of man on the earth was great, and every 
inclination of the thoughts of his heart was only bad every day. 
A.20. Genesis 8:21 
ַ ֲאָדָמהֵ֙ ת־ָהִֽ ֹודַאֶּ לַעֹ֤ ּלֵֹׁ֨ ק  ףַלְּ סִּ א־ֹאָ֠ ִֹֽ ֹוַל בַ֗ ל־לִּ הַאֶּ הָוָ֜ רַיְּ אמֶּ ֹֹ֨ י ַ֒ו  יחֹח  ּנִּ ַה  יח  ֣ ת־רֵׁ הָו֮הַאֶּ חַיְּ ָיַֽ֣ר  ו 
יַ םַכִָּ֠ ָאָדַ֔ ֲע֣בּורַָהִֽ רַב  ֣צֶּ םַיֵׁ בַָהָאָדֶ֛ ֵ֧ עַלֵׁ ֖ ַ֖ר  ת־ָכל־ח  ֹותַאֶּ כֶ֥ ה  ֹודַלְּ ףַעֶ֛ ֶ֥ א־ֹאסִּ ִֹֽ ל יוַוְּ ָרָ֑ ע  ּנְּ רַמִּ ֶ֥ ֲאשֶּ ִֽ יַכ 
י יתִּ ִֽ  ָעשִּ
The LORD smelt the pleasing smell and said in his heart, ‘I will not again curse 
the ground because of humanity, although the inclination of the human heart 
is bad from his youth. Never again will I strike all life as I have done. 
In examples A.19-A.20, the element refers to human INCLINATION, what a person purposes 
to do.540 It is declared by the LORD here as ע  This negative qualification has features .ר 
suggesting objective use. The LORD observes it as something objectively verifiable through 
action (example A.19). The inclination may be viewed in a somewhat similar way in 
example A.21. 




שבחיַולכהַקויתיַיהוהכיַאתהַ אלַירשוַבעצמירעַ  
 כולַהיוַם
Forgive me, LORD, my sin and cleanse me from my iniquity. Favour me with a 
spirit of faithfulness and knowledge. Let me not dishonour myself in ruin. Do 
not let Satan rule in me, or an unclean spirit. Let neither pain nor a bad 
inclination possess my body. Because you, LORD, are my praise, and I hope in 
you every day. 
In this example, the psalmist is requesting that the LORD not allow a series of things to rule 
or possess him. It seems that the inclination may be something beyond an inherent part of 
him, rather referring to something that may drive him to act against God; this would place 
 
 
538 Rosen-Zvi, 530. 
539 If ר צֶּ  later becomes negative in itself, it may be a natural development of such use. Nevertheless, the יֵׁ
discussion here is concerned with the use of ע ר not the specifics of ,ר  צֶּ  .See Rosen-Zvi, 529n48 .יֵׁ
540 See B. Otzen, ‘ר  in TDOT, ed. G. Johannes Botterweck, Helmer Ringgren, and Heinz-Josef Fabry, vol. 6 ,’ָיצ 




it in line with the other things mentioned (pain and spirits).541 Viewing it in this way would 
also make sense of the following fragmentary text. 
A.22. 4Q417 1ii12 
רעׄיצׄרַמחשבתַאלַתפתכהַ  
Do not let a thought of a bad inclination deceive you... 
This suggests something more than something inherent to a person. It appears as 
something which can deceive a person. In both this example and example A.21, ע  may be ר 
seen as providing a negative qualification—the INCLINATION is negative in that it leads a 
person to a negative outcome. A similar use of ע  is seen in mishnaic literature (example ר 
A.23) 
A.23. m. ʾAbot 2:11 
ןַָרָעהַוְַַּ יִּ ַאֹו׳ַע  ע  הֹוש  רר׳ַיְּ צֶּ עָהַַיֵׁ ןַָהעֹוָלַםַר  תַָהָאָדםַמִּ יןַאֶּ יאִּ יֹותַמֹוצִּ רִּ בְּ ַאתַה  נְּ שִּ וְּ  
Rabbi Joshua says, ‘A bad eye, the bad inclination, and hatred of people puts a 
person out of the world.’542 
In this example, the inclination is something to be resisted. However, regardless of the 
exact meaning of ר צֶּ  whether it is seen as a thing residing in a person or not543—the—יֵׁ
schematic contribution of ע  .may still be seen as a negative qualification ר 
The following example must be discussed, as it is unique in Tannaitic literature, being the 
only occurrence with a dualistic model of ‘two opposing yetzarim’.544 
A.24. m. Berakot 9:5 
יַ נֵׁ שְּ ָךַבִּ ָבבְּ ָכלַלְּ יָךַבְּ אֹודֶּ ָכלַמְּ ָךַּובְּ שְּ פְּ ָכלַנ  ָךַּובְּ ָבבְּ ָכלַלְּ יָךַבְּ תַָיייֱַאֹלהֶּ ָּתַאֶּ בְּ ָאה  ׳ַוְּ ּנֶּ שֶּ
יָךַבְַּ ָצרֶּ ריְּ צֶּ רּובְַּטֹובַַיֶּ צֶּ ָרעַיֶּ  
As it is said, ‘You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart, with all your 
soul, and with all your might.’ With all your heart [means] with your two 
inclinations, with the good inclination and the bad inclination. 
To explain this use of ר צֶּ  Rosen-Zvi offers a plausible suggestion that it relates to the focus ,יֵׁ
in m. Berakot 9 on praising ‘God for bad and good events alike’ and thus grafts ‘an external 
dualistic model onto the single yetzer doctrine (subjecting it to human will)’.545 In such a 
model the ֵַׁעי רַר  צֶּ  has to be supressed, ‘Sin is caused by the evil yetzer that dwells within 
people, who nonetheless have the ability to fight it and prevail.’546 However the use of ַר צֶּ יֵׁ
 
 
541 This may also see some similarity with the discussion of the two spirits and their operations in 1QS IV and 
Paul’s discussion of the σαρκος (flesh) in Romans 7. 
542 Herford comments that ‘to drive a man from the world… means exclusion from human fellowship.’  R. 
Travers Herford, Pirkē Aboth, 3rd ed. (New York: Jewish Institute of Religion, 1945), 58. 
543 Rosen-Zvi, ‘Two Rabbinic Inclinations?’, 514n1. 
544 Rosen-Zvi, 526–27. 
545 Rosen-Zvi, 531. 




ע ע ,is interpreted ר   forms a negative qualification (whether it be something that needs to ר 
be suppressed, or turned to good action).547 
A.5.2 Conclusion 
Although the use of ַר צֶּ  has a somewhat complicated history, particularly in the Rabbinic יֵׁ
period, the use of ע  with it appears to provide a negative qualification of the element. We ר 
are concerned with this feature here, and not with determining the anthropological 
significance of the ע רַר  צֶּ  .to the Rabbis יֵׁ
A.6  כַֹח (strength) 
There are six occurrences in the analysed texts where ע ַ modifies ר   all occurring in the ,כֹח 
Mishnah [0; 0; 0; 0; 6]. 
Occurrences:  m. ʿOr. 1:5; m. ʾOhal. 18:6; m. Zabim 3:1 (x2); m. Zabim 4:3 (x2). 
In all uses of ַ ע modified by כֹח   the context implies physical strength is in view. This may ,ר 
relate to the health of a vine or strength of a tree or branch (examples A.25-A.26) or of a 
person or animal (example A.27). 
A.25. m. ʿOrlah 1:5 
ירַאֹו׳ַ]מקוםַש אִּ ַיפהַהַכוחר׳ַמֵׁ קֹוםַשֶּ עַּהַכֹוָחַמותר[ַמְּ ָאסּורר   
Rabbi Meir says, ‘[If the grafting was on] a place where its [the vine’s] strength 
is good, it is released [from the law of Orlah], [but if it was on] a place where 
its strength is bad, it is subject. 
A.26. m. ʾOhalot 18:6 
יתַ ךַבֵׁ ּלֵׁ ה  מְּ לֲַאבַָ⟦ה ַ⟧ה  ָרסַע  ַפְּ ָמהַ]שֶּ הֵׁ בְּ לַה  ע  לַָהָאָדםַוְּ יָטןַע  ֲהסִּ ינּוַָיכֹולַל  אֵׁ יםַשֶּ ַכָֹחןנִּ
א עַָטמֵׁ ָמה[548ַשֶַּכֹוָחַןַר  הֵׁ בְּ לַה  ע  לַָהָאָדםַוְּ יָטןַע  ֲהסִּ הּואַָיכֹולַל  יםַשֶּ לֲַאָבנִּ הַָטהֹורַע   ָיפֶּ
The one who moves through a graveyard on stones which he is not able to 
move, or on a person, or on a domestic animal549 whose strength was good is 
clean, [but if it was] on stones which he is able to move, or on a person or 
domestic animal whose strength was bad, is unclean. 
A.27. m. Zabim 3:1 
ַ יָלןַשֶּ ָטהֹור...ַָעלּוַָבאִּ ה  ָּזבַוְּ עַֹוַכֹוחה  ַר  ּסּוָכהַשֶּ עַּהַכֹוָחַב  ֯ יָלןַר  אִּ הּובְּ יַןָיפְּ אִּ מֵׁ ...ַטְּ  
If a Zab and a clean one… go up on a tree whose strength was bad, [or] on a 
branch whose strength was bad on a good tree... they are unclean. 
 
 
547 Although the ע רַר  צֶּ  could be seen as used for a good purpose in Amoraic literature (Ber. Rab. 9:7), it does יֵׁ
not appear that way in Tannaitic literature. M. Berakot 9:5 is the only potential candidate for such 
interpretation. Myhill relies on such examples in making his case for a purely subjective ע  ,John Myhill .ר 
‘Subjective Hebrew Raʿ and Objective English Evil: A Semantic Analysis’, Humanities: Christianity and Culture 
28, no. 1 (1997): 16; Rosen-Zvi discusses such cases, finding them to be fringe uses of ר צֶּ  ,in Rabbinic literature יֵׁ
Rosen-Zvi, ‘Two Rabbinic Inclinations?’ 
548 This bracketed section is missing from the Kaufmann manuscript, but is present in Eshkol. The text does 
not make sense without it. 




In all these examples it is clear that ע  provides a negative qualification to the element ר 
STRENGTH
550 specified by ַ ַ and the discourse. In such use it evokes a bi-polar view of כֹח   כֹח 
from ה ע positive = sufficient) to) ָיפֶּ  .(negative = insufficient) ר 
B. Mapping the Lexical Semantic Domains of ע  ר 
In Chapter 3 (§3.1.1.5), analysis of words occurring ten times or less in the analysed texts 
with at least one semantic association of similarity with ע  .was relegated to Appendix B.1 ר 
Analysis of these words was done for completeness. 
Additionally, it was noted in Chapter 3 (§3.1.1.5) that some associations of opposition (i.e. 
words/phrases with positive prosody) were identified for further analysis. This analysis 
prompted a paper on semantic change in טֹוב and ה  However, it provided no results 551.ָיפֶּ
which were expected to contribute much to our understanding of the meaning of ע  The .ר 
selection and analysis of these words is presented in §B.2. 
B.1 Words Occurring 10 Times or Less 
Words occurring 10 times or less in the analysed texts, occurring at least once in a semantic 
association of similarity (i.e. similar prosody) with ע ע :include ר  ל  לֹוַת ;(swallowing) בֶּ  הֹולֵׁ
(madness);  ף יל ;(being angry) זֹועֵׁ ָרקֹון ;(locust) ָחסִּ ָאָצה ;(rust) יֵׁ לּות ;(reviling) נֶּ כְּ  ;(folly) סִּ
ָכה פ  הְּ יַד ;(perversity) ּת  יץ ;(misfortune) פִּ ָדפֹון violent one); and) ָפרִּ  .(blight) שִּ
Two of these, ע ל  ָאָצה and בֶּ  only occur with semantic associates once and so need not be ,נֶּ
considered further. ף  only occurs twice (Gen 40:6; Dan 1:10).552 The occurrence in Genesis זֹועֵׁ
40:6 is in semantic association with ע  and the occurrence in Daniel 1:10 is in an ,ר 
association of opposition with הַטֹוב אֶּ רְּ יאַָבָשר good appearance) and) מ  רִּ  .(fat of flesh) בְּ
לֹות יַד and הֹולֵׁ לֹות .only occur four times פִּ  appears each time with at least one semantic הֹולֵׁ
associate. It is associated in associations of similarity with לּות כְּ  and the phrase 554,ָרע 553,סִּ
ל סֶּ עַכֶּ ש  ָמה wickedness of folly),555 and in opposition with) רֶּ יד wisdom).556) ָחכְּ  occurs in פִּ
semantic associations three times. It occurs twice in associations of similarity: once with 
ע יד in Job 31:29; and once with ר   disaster) in Proverbs 24:20. It also appears once (Job) אֵׁ
12:5) in associations of opposition with ֲאָנן ָחֹות at ease), and) ש  ט   .(security) ב 
 
 
550 While in English constitution is considered with regard to humans, the concept seems an appropriate 
description of how ַ  .is being used in the Mishnah כֹח 
551 Foster, ‘Is Everything “Beautiful” or “Appropriate” in Its Time?’ 
552 In the relevant form: Qal participle. It occurs three other times. 
553 Ecclesiastes 1:17; 2:12. 
554 Ecclesiastes 9:3 
555 Ecclesiastes 7:25 as part of the phrase לֹות לּותַהֹולֵׁ כְּ ּסִּ  .(the foolishness that is madness) ה 




יל ָרקֹון ,ָחסִּ לּות ,יֵׁ כְּ ָכה ,סִּ פ  הְּ יץ ,ּת  ָדפֹון and ,ָפרִּ  occur more than four times and have their שִּ
associations presented in tables below. 
B.1.1  יל  (locust) ָחסִּ
יל  occurred seven times in the analysed texts [6; 0; 0; 0; 1]. It occurred with associations ָחסִּ
of similarity in every occurrence. These can be seen in Table B.1. 
Table B.1.  יל  in Associations of Similarity ָחסִּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ה בֶּ רְּ  Kgs 8:37; Joel 1:4; 2:25; Ps 78:46; 2 Chr 6:28; m. Taʿan. 3:5 1 6  א 
ָרקֹון  Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28; m. Taʿan. 3:5 1 3  יֵׁ
ָדפֹון  Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28; m. Taʿan. 3:5 1 3  שִּ
 Joel 1:4; 2:25 2  ָּגָזם
ר בֶּ  Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 1 2  דֶּ
ק לֶּ  Joel 1:4; 2:25 2  יֶּ
ֲחָלה  Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 1 2  מ 
ע ג   Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 1 2  נֶּ
 Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 1 2  ָרָעב
ב  Isa 33:4 1  ּג 
ָיהַָרָעַה  m. Taʿan. 3:5 1  ח 
ב רֶּ  m. Taʿan. 3:5 1  חֶּ
יל ה :demonstrates its closest connection to other words for locusts ָחסִּ בֶּ רְּ ק ;ָּגָזם ;א  לֶּ ב and ;יֶּ  .ּג 
It occurs with ה בֶּ רְּ  in six of its seven occurrences. However, it also shows some association א 
with lists of destructive judgements. 
B.1.2 ָרקֹון  (rust) יֵׁ
ָרקֹון ָרקֹון occurs 10 times in the analysed texts [6; 0; 2; 0; 2]. In total יֵׁ  (occurs 9 times (90% יֵׁ
with at least one semantic association. It occurred exclusively with associations of 
similarity. Table B.2 shows the semantic associations of similarity. 
Table B.2. ָרקֹון  in Associations of Similarity יֵׁ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ָדפֹון  Deut 28:22; 1 Kgs 8:37; Amos 4:9; Hag 2:17; 2 Chr 6:28; 11Q14 8  שִּ
1ii12; m. Taʿan. 3:5; m. ʿArak. 9:1 
ה בֶּ רְּ  Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28; m. Taʿan. 3:5 1 3  א 
ר בֶּ  Deut 28:22; 1 Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 3  דֶּ
יַל  Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28; m. Taʿan. 3:5 1 3  ָחסִּ
ב רֶּ  Deut 28:22; m. Taʿan. 3:5 2  חֶּ
ֲחָלה  Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 1 2  מ 
ע ג   Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 1 2  נֶּ
 Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 1 2  ָרָעב
 Hag 2:17 1  ָבָרד
ַת קֶּ ּלֶּ  Deut 28:22 1  ד 
ָיהַָרָעַה  m. Taʿan. 3:5 1  ח 
ַר ח  רְּ  Deut 28:22 1  ח 
ת ח  ד   Deut 28:22 1  ק 
ַח ר   4Q473 2,6 1  קֶּ
ַת פֶּ חֶּ  Deut 28:22 1  ש 




ָרקֹון  occurs with very low frequency across the analysed texts. Its associations are with יֵׁ
forms of disaster or affliction of which it appears to almost always form a part. It may be 
associated with ע ָרָעה through the rare phrase ר  ָיהַ  bad animal). The likelihood of) ח 
association is reinforced if one considers the two texts 4Q285 8,8-10 and 11Q14 1ii12-14. 
4Q285 and 11Q14 are both copies of the same text and combining their text leads to the 
discovery of an additional association of similarity between ָרקֹון ָרָעה ,יֵׁ ָיהַ  ֶדֶבר  and ח 
(plague). 
B.1.3 ְכלּות  (folly) סִּ
ְכלּות  occurred nine times in the analysed texts [7; 1; 1; 0; 0]. It occurred with associations 557 סִּ
of similarity (Table B.3) and associations of opposition (Table B.4). 
Table B.3. ְכלּות  in Associations of Similarity סִּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
לֹוַת  Eccl 1:17; 2:12 2  הֹולֵׁ
ְַך  *Eccl 2:13; Sir 11:16 2  חֹשֶּ
לּותַָרָעה  Eccl 10:13 1  הֹולֵׁ
ַל סֶּ עַכֶּ ש  לֹוַת – רֶּ לּותַהֹולֵׁ כְּ  Eccl 7:25 1 סִּ
Table B.4. ְכלּות  in Associations of Opposition סִּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ָמה  Eccl 2:12, 13; 7:25; 10:1 4  ָחכְּ
 Eccl 2:13 1  אֹור
בֹון שְּ  Eccl 7:25 1  חֶּ
 Eccl 10:1 1  ָכבֹוד
ְכלּות ָמַה :occurs once outwith Ecclesiastes (Sir 11:16). It has only one frequent associate סִּ  ָחכְּ
(wisdom). 
B.1.4 ָכה  (perversity) ַּתְהפֻּ
ָכה  occurs ten times in the analysed texts [10; 0; 0; 0; 0]. It occurred with associations ַּתְהפֻּ
of similarity (Table B.5) and associations of opposition (Table B.6). 
Table B.5. ָכה  in Associations of Similarity ַּתְהפֻּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ָאַה  Prov 8:13 1  ּגֵׁ
 Prov 8:13 1  ָּגאֹון
ַע ְךַר  רֶּ ָכַה – דֶּ פ  הְּ יַּת   Prov 8:13 1 פִּ
 Prov 23:33 1  ָזר
ָּגַן רְּ ָכַה – נִּ פ  הְּ ישַּת   Prov 16:28 1 אִּ
 Prov 16:30 1  ָרָעה









Table B.6.  ָכה  in Associations of Opposition ַּתְהפֻּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ן מ   Deut 32:20 1  אֵׁ
יק דִּ  Prov 10:31 1  צ 
 Prov 10:32 1  ָרצֹון
ָכה  .occurs once outwith Proverbs (Deut 32:20). It has no frequent associates ַּתְהפֻּ
B.1.5 יץ  (violent one) ָפרִּ
יץ  occurs eight times in the analysed texts [6; 0; 1; 0; 1]. It occurred exclusively with ָפרִּ
associations of similarity (Table B.7). 
Table B.7.  יץ  in Associations of Similarity ָפרִּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ה יֵׁ רְּ יֹוַת – א  יץַח  רִּ  Isa 35:9 1 פְּ
 Ezek 7:22 1  ָזר
א  1QHa XIV,23 1  ָטמֵׁ
ל  1QHa XIV,23 1  ָערֵׁ
ים יַּגֹויִּ  Ezek 7:22 1  ָרעֵׁ
ַץ יַָהָארֶּ עֵׁ שְּ  Ezek 7:22 1  רִּ
ְךַָדם יַץ – שֹופֵׁ ןַָפרִּ  Ezek 18:10 1 בֶּ
יץ  .only occurs in parallel four times and has no associates that occur more than once ָפרִּ
B.1.6 ָדפֹון  (blight) שִּ
ָדפֹון ָדפֹון occurs 9 times in the analysed texts [5; 0; 1; 0; 3]. In total שִּ  (occurs 8 times (89% שִּ
with at least one semantic association. It occurred exclusively with associations of 
similarity. Table B.8 shows the semantic associations of similarity. 
Table B.8. ָדפֹון  in Associations of Similarity שִּ
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ָרקֹון  Deut 28:22; 1 Kgs 8:37; Amos 4:9; Hag 2:17; 2 Chr 6:28; 11Q14 8  יֵׁ
1ii12; m. Taʿan. 3:5; m. ʿArak. 9:1 
ה בֶּ רְּ  Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28; m. Taʿan. 3:5 1 3  א 
ר בֶּ  Deut 28:22; 1 Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 3  דֶּ
יַל  Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28; m. Taʿan. 3:5 1 3  ָחסִּ
ב רֶּ  Deut 28:22; m. Taʿan. 3:5 2  חֶּ
ֲחָלה  Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 1 2  מ 
ע ג   Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 1 2  נֶּ
 Kgs 8:37; 2 Chr 6:28 1 2  ָרָעב
 Hag 2:17 1  ָבָרד
ַת קֶּ ּלֶּ  Deut 28:22 1  ד 
ָיהַָרָעַה  m. Taʿan. 3:5 1  ח 
ַר ח  רְּ  Deut 28:22 1  ח 
ת ח  ד   Deut 28:22 1  ק 




Like ָרקֹון ָדפֹון ,(rust) יֵׁ  .occurs with very low frequency across the analysed texts שִּ
Additionally, their very close relationship leads to the same conclusion: It may be 
associated with ע ָיהַָרָעה through the rare phrase ר   bad animal).558) ח 
B.1.7 Discussion 
The words occur too few times to say much about their use. However, ָרקֹון ָדפֹוַן and יֵׁ  שִּ
demonstrated some connection with ע יל .domain ָרָעה through the ר   locust) also) ָחסִּ
showed some connection through this domain. As noted in Chapter 4 (§4.2.3), words 
within this domain are unlikely to provide much help in understanding the meaning and 
use of ע  .ר 
B.2 Selection and Analysis of Associations of Opposition 
B.2.1 Selection for Analysis 
The initial list for association analysis in the ‘opposition’ group is taken from Table 3.3 
(§3.1.2). It includes all of the frequent associates of ע  טֹוַב :in associations of opposition ר 
(good); ה יק ;(peace) ָשלֹום ;(benefit) ֲהָנָייה ;(beautiful) ָיפֶּ דִּ יא ;(righteous) צ   אֹוַר ;(fat) ָברִּ
(light); ים יִּ ָפט life); and) ח  שְּ  .(judgement) מִּ
However, for further analysis, the word needs to show a certain important link with ע  such ר 
that its oppositions can highlight the boundaries of meaning of ע  The sort of information .ר 
that is of importance is like that which can be seen for טֹוב. Through this initial analysis it 
appears טֹוב cedes some areas of opposition to ע  in Mishnaic Hebrew. The frequency of ר 
the ע ה :: ר  ע opposition in the Mishnah for areas such as agriculture to the exclusion of ָיפֶּ  ר 
 is no longer the conventional opposition for טֹוב oppositions in this area suggest that טֹוב ::
ע  in these areas.559 ר 
Turning back to the selection method, in addition to occurring with ע  we need to have ,ר 
some confidence that the word or phrase occurs in this opposition in conventional use. 
The frequency of occurrence should give some indication of this. That is, high frequency 
words that occur three times with ע  are unlikely to be demonstrating a conventional ר 
opposition, whereas low frequency words that occur three times may be. Not only this, but 
we need to determine its use as the primary opposition for ע  For example, it is not very .ר 
illuminating to say that יק דִּ ע righteous) occurs in opposition to) צ  ע if ר   is also in an ר 
 
 
558 See §B.1.2. 
559 Further investigation led to the following conclusion: ‘In the Mishnah, ה  does not have the conventional ָיפֶּ
use of something aesthetically pleasing to the senses. It is, however, conventionally used of things that are 
considered of good quality in the agricultural context. In this sense it appears to have completely displaced 




association of similarity with ָרָשע (wicked) in those occurrences. This is because ָרָשע :: 
יק דִּ  .(appear to form an antonym pair (see §3.2.1.1 צ 
From the outset it is clear that טֹוב (good), and ה  .beautiful) will require further analysis) ָיפֶּ
Their frequency of occurrence and variation of use between corpuses are particularly of 
interest. Notably, both occur as primary oppositions of ע  .benefit) is also of interest) ֲהָנָייה .ר 
However, its occurrence with ע  is limited to m. Sanhedrin 8:5. According to the criterion ר 
of dispersion (Table 4.2, §4.1), it seems unlikely that pursuing further analysis of this word 
is worthwhile.560 
The next most frequent, ָשלֹום (peace), can be eliminated. It occurs approximately 452 
times561 and only occurs clearly as the primary opposition to ע  in Isaiah 45:7 [MT] and ר 
Proverbs 12:20. It occurs once where it may or may not be the primary opposition (4Q504 
1-2iv13), twice where טֹוב is the primary opposition (Ps 34:15; 4Q525 14ii12), and once as part 
of a large list of similarities and oppositions (Isa 59:7). This does not mean ָשלֹום is of no 
interest in the analysis of ע  but rather that it is unlikely that an association analysis of the ,ר 
word will illuminate the meaning of ע  .ר 
The case of יק דִּ ע righteous) is more complex. It occurs three times with) צ   as the primary ר 
opposition (Ps 34:17; Prov 11:21; 29:6). In particular in these cases ע  .is semantically human ר 
However, יק דִּ  occurs an estimated 307 times562 and occurs 129 times in association with צ 
its antonym ָרָשע (wicked). The fact that ע  would also be an ָרָשע only occurs where ר 
appropriate choice, and that it does so comparatively rarely indicates that the analysis of 
יק in §3.2.1 has already filled in the information that an association analysis of ָרָשע דִּ  would צ 
be likely to give. 
יא ע fat) only occurs an estimated 30 times.563 It is only associated with) ָברִּ  in Genesis 41 ר 
in reference to ָפָרה (cow). This might indicate importance; however, the primary 
opposition with ע ה three of the four times is ר   beautiful), and the one time it is not) ָיפֶּ
present, the word ק  thin) which elsewhere in Genesis 41 forms the primary opposition) ר 
for יא יא ,is also in semantic association. Therefore ָברִּ  .is excluded ָברִּ
ָפַט שְּ ע has an estimated 871 occurrences,564 only three are found in opposition to מִּ  and ר 
none could convincingly be said to be of primary opposition. Additionally, neither אֹור 
(light) nor ים יִּ ע life) occur as the primary opposition of) ח    .Therefore, they are excluded .ר 
 
 
 occurs 84 times in the analysed texts; all occurrences are in the Mishnah. It only occurs ten times in ֲהָנָייה 560
an association of opposition. All of these are within m. Sanhedrin 8:5 and involve an opposition with ע  .ר 
561 DCH lists 399 occurrences. The Accordance tagging of the Kaufmann manuscript contains 53 occurrences. 
562 DCH lists 284 occurrences. The Accordance tagging of the Kaufmann manuscript contains 23 occurrences. 
563 DCH lists 14 occurrences. The Accordance tagging of the Kaufmann manuscript contains 16 occurrences. 




Words for inclusion in the analysis are now reduced to two: טֹוב (good), and ה  ָיפֶּ
(beautiful). 
B.2.2 Analysis of Associations of Opposition 
B.2.2.1 טֹוב (good) 
 occurs 743565 times in the analysed texts [502;566 40; 38; 5; 158]. Table B.9 shows its טֹוב
occurrence in associations of opposition. 
Table B.9. טֹוב in Associations of Opposition 
Lexeme Association No. Location 







































Gen 2:9, 17; 3:5, 22; 24:50; 31:24, 29; 41:26; Lev 27:10, 12, 14, 33; 
Num 13:19; Deut 1:39; 30:15; Josh 23:15; 1 Sam 29:6; 2 Sam 
13:22; 14:17; 19:36; 1 Kgs 3:9; 22:8, 18; 2 Kgs 2:19; Isa 3:10; 5:20; 
7:15, 16; 1Qisaa XXXVIII,13; Jer 24:2, 3, 5; 40:4; 42:6; Ezek 
36:31; Amos 5:14, 15; Mic 1:12; Mal 2:17; Ps 34:15; 36:5; 37:27; 
52:5; Job 2:10; 30:26; Prov 14:19, 22; 15:3; 31:12; Eccl 12:14; 2 
Chr 18:17; Sir 11:14, 31; 12:4; 13:24, 25; 14:10; 31:23; 37:18, 28; 
39:25 (x2)*, 27*, 33*; 1QS I,5; II,3; X,18; 4Q303 8; 4Q365 32,6; 
4Q367 3,10; 4Q380 1ii5*; 4Q410 1,6; 4Q416 1,15*; 4Q417 1i18*; 
4Q418 2+2a-c,7; 4Q423 1-2i7; 5,6*; 4Q525 14i13; 11Q5 XVIII,14; 
11Q19 LV,14; m. Ber. 9:2, 5; m. ʾAbot 2:9 (x5); 5:19 
Sir 37:5 
1 Sam 2:24 
 ;Gen 26:29; 1 Sam 20:12; Jer 44:17; Mic 3:2; Ps 52:5; Prov 3:27 10  ָרָעה
11:27; 13:21; 17:20; Lam 3:38 
ַ  (Jer 24:2, 3, 5; Sir 42:14 (x2 5  רֹע 
ק  Gen 41:5, 22, 24, 26 4  ד 
 Prov 14:19; Eccl 9:2; 1QHa VI,23; 11Q5 XVIII,14 4  ָרָשַע
א  Prov 13:22; Eccl 7:26; 9:2 3  חֹוטֵׁ
ת  Deut 30:15; Sir 11:14; 37:18 3  ָמוֶּ
ים דּוףַָקדִּ  Gen 41:5, 22, 26 3  שְּ
ָבה  ּתֹועֵׁ
ָבה הַּתֹועֵׁ ֲעשֵׁ  מ 
 2 
1 
Ezek 36:31; Prov 20:23 
1QS IV,3 
ן  ָאוֶּ





ָעָתה  Jer 8:15; 14:19 2  בְּ
ְַך  Isa 5:20; 1Qisaa XXXVIII,13 2  חֹשֶּ
 Ezek 36:31; Hos 14:3 2  ָעוֺן
ָיַה מִּ  רְּ





ַר קֶּ  Ps 52:5; 1QS IV,3 2  שֶּ
 
 
565 Differentiation of adjective and verb can be very difficult. For example one can refer to the case of Judges 
11:25. See Cynthia L. Miller-Naudé and Jacobus A. Naudé, ‘A Re-Examination of Grammatical Categorization 
in Biblical Hebrew’, in From Ancient Manuscripts to Modern Dictionaries: Select Studies in Aramaic, Hebrew 
and Greek, ed. Tarsee Li and Keith D. Dyer, Perspectives on Linguistics and Ancient Languages 9 (Piscataway, 
NJ: Gorgias Press, 2017), 292. 
566 Eight occurrences were added from the Samaritan Pentateuch: Genesis 41:26; Exodus 6:8; 18:24; Numbers 
20:12 (x2); Deuteronomy 8:7; 13:19; and 28:11. Two occurrences were added from the Judean Desert corpus: 




Lexeme Association No. Location 
ל בֶּ  Esth 9:22 1  אֵׁ
ת לֶּ ּוֶּ  1QS IV,3 1  אִּ
ָמַה זִּ ישַמְּ  Prov 12:2 1  אִּ
ים דִּ לַטֹוַב – בֹוגְּ כֶּ  Prov 13:15 1 שֶּ
ע ל   Ps 52:5 1  בֶּ
ָוַה  1QS IV,3 1  ּגֵׁ
ָדַה ְךַנִּ רֶּ  1QS IV,3 1  דֶּ
ָּוה  Ps 52:5 1  ה 
ד  11Q5 XVIII,14 1  זֵׁ
ָטאת ְךַטֹוַב – ח  רֶּ  Kgs 8:36 1 1 דֶּ
 Prov 13:2 1  ָחָמס
ף  1QS IV,3 1  חֹנֶּ
א  Eccl 9:2 1  ָטמֵׁ
 Esth 9:22 1  ָיגֹון
ן דַֹאזֶּ  1QS IV,3 1  כֹבֶּ
ַב דַלֵׁ  1QS IV,3 1  כֹבֶּ
ַש ח   1QS IV,3 1  כ 
דּוף שֹוןַּגִּ  1QS IV,3 1  לְּ
 Dan 1:4 1  מּום
תַָעָמַל בֶּ שֶּ חְּ בַטֹוַב – מ   Sir 13:26 1 לֵׁ
ר  Isa 5:20 1  מ 
ָמה רְּ  Ps 52:5 1  מִּ
ע ר   Sir 37:5 1  מֵׁ
ָזה בְּ מִּ  Sam 15:9 1 1  נְּ
ס  Sam 15:9 1 1  ָנמ 
ב  Prov 14:14 1  סּוגַלֵׁ
ָרה בְּ  Prov 11:23 1  עֶּ
ם יִּ ינ  ָּורֹוןַעֵׁ  1QS IV,3 1  עִּ
ַי  Prov 15:15 1  ָענִּ
ד ח   4Q525 14ii13 1  פ 
ם  Gen 41:22 1  ָצנ 
תַָזדֹון א  נְּ  1QS IV,3 1  קִּ
ם יִּ פ  רַא   1QS IV,3 1  קֹצֶּ
ַף יַעֹרֶּ שִּ  1QS IV,3 1  קְּ
יק  Gen 41:26 1  רֵׁ
יַש  Sir 11:14 1  רֵׁ
 Gen 41:35 1  ָרָעב
ק  Gen 41:26 1  ר 
ַע ש   1QS IV,3 1  רֶּ
ע good) occurred most frequently with) טֹוב  However, it also demonstrated frequent .ר 
associations with ָרָעה (evil); ַ ק ;(evil) רֹע  ַא ;(wicked) ָרָשע ;(thin) ד  ת ;(sinner) חֹוטֵׁ  ;(death) ָמוֶּ
ים דּוףַָקדִּ ָבה scorched by the east wind); and) שְּ  .(abomination) ּתֹועֵׁ
The טֹוב :: ָרָעה opposition occurs ten times, exclusively in the Hebrew Bible. In nine 
occurrences, ָרָעה is the only opposition (in Ps 52:5 the main opposition is with ע  Without .(ר 
further analysis it is impossible to know whether this use is an acceptable and uncommon 





Except for in Ben Sira, the uses of ַ  occur in passages where the primary opposition is רֹע 
with ע  Furthermore, because Ben Sira is unpointed, it is possible these may be .ר 
misidentified uses of טּוב (good).567 
Although ק ים and ד  דּוףַָקדִּ  occur only four and three times respectively and are limited שְּ
in occurrence to Genesis 41, the three overlapping occurrences do not occur with ע  and ר 
are the only occurrences in the analysed texts where ת בֹלֶּ  ear of grain) is qualified. This) שִּ
may indicate a limitation to the use of ע  .with respect to agriculture ר 
 and three times with at least טֹוב occurs once (1QHa VI,23) as the only opposition of ָרָשע
one other term, two of which the main opposition is with יק דִּ  .(righteous) צ 
א  as its primary opposition. The Qal participle only טֹוב sinner) occurs each time with) חֹוטֵׁ
occurs 43 times [17; 3; 0; 0; 23] across the analysed texts. As such, it may indicate an 
uncommon use and/or limitation to the meaning of ע  .ר 
ת ָבה and ָמוֶּ ת as טֹוב need not be considered antonyms of ּתֹועֵׁ  always occurs in primary ָמוֶּ
opposition with ים יִּ ָבה life), and) ח   .only occurs once as the primary opposition ּתֹועֵׁ
B.2.2.2 ָיֶפה (beautiful) 
 occurs 152 times in the analysed texts [43; 3; 8; 0; 98]. Its most frequent occurrence is ָיֶפה
in Mishnaic Hebrew. 
Table B.10.  ָיֶפה in Associations of Opposition 
Lexeme Association No. Location 
ע  .Gen 41:2, 4, 18; m. Ter. 2:6 (x4); 4:3; 6:6; m. ʿOr. 1:5; Šabb 29  ר 
22:4; m. Ketub. 13:10 (x3); m. Ned. 9:8 (x2); m. B. Meṣ. 4:1 
(x2); m. B. Bat. 5:6 (x4); m. ʿArak. 9:2; m. ʾOhal. 18:6; m. 
Miqw. 10:6 (x2); m. Zabim 2:2; 3:1; 4:3 
קַָבָשַר ַה – ד  אֶּ רְּ הַמ  פֵׁ  Gen 41:2, 4 2 יְּ
 Sam 14:25; Song 4:7 2 2  מּום
קַָבָשַר ַה – ר  אֶּ רְּ הַמ  פֵׁ  Gen 41:4, 18 2 יְּ
ל  Gen 41:18 1  ד 
ַ  Gen 41:18 1  רֹע 
ע occurred in frequent association with ָיֶפה  only. This was primarily driven by 26 ר 
associations in the Mishnah. It occurred with no other frequent oppositions. The 
comparatively rare occurrence of the ע  opposition in the Hebrew Bible suggests a ָיֶפה :: ר 
linguistic movement in the use of ָיֶפה. In the Mishnah, it appears to have overtaken 










Three oppositions were found which may deserve future analysis and comparison to the 
ע א ;טֹוב :: ָרָעה opposition. These are טֹוב :: ר  ע and ;טֹוב :: חֹוטֵׁ  These oppositions may .ָיֶפה :: ר 
indicate areas of limitation of meaning and/or use for ע  However, the most frequent .ר 
opposition occurs with ָרָעה, which behaves in very similar ways to ע  and its use may ,ר 
represent where they overlap in meaning. The א  opposition is of low frequency טֹוב :: חֹוטֵׁ
and unlikely to greatly influence the picture of ע ע presented in this work. Finally, the ר   :: ר 
 opposition was analysed elsewhere568 and did not provide additional information to ָיֶפה
nuance our understanding of ע ַק The opposition .ר  ים + ד  דּוףַָקדִּ  ,was also detected טֹוב :: שְּ
it only occurred in Genesis 41. It provides too little data to draw any conclusions. 
Despite the above conclusions, further analysis of the טֹוב :: ָרָעה and א  oppositions טֹוב :: חֹוטֵׁ
may be of some value in rounding out our understanding of ע  .ר 
C. Textual Matters 
This appendix provides a list of portions of text which were analysed despite textual 
damage. These are organised by corpus. They were identified with an asterisk (*) when 
mentioned in the body of this work. Where possible links are provided to where the images 
of the manuscripts can be viewed.569 
C.1 Ben Sira 
Ben Sira 7:1-2 (A 2v6b-7 / C 3r8b-10) 
 A : אלַתעשַלךַרעהַואלַישיגךַרעה
]ואלַ[֯ישיגךַרע אלַתעשַרע  : C 
 A : הרחקַמעוןַויטַממך
]ויטַ[ׄממך רחקַמעון  : C 
Links: https://www.bensira.org/images/Manuscripts/A/A_II_Verso.jpg; 
https://www.bensira.org/images/Manuscripts/C/C_IV_Recto.jpg 
The gaps in the C manuscript are of sufficient size to include the reconstructed letters. The 
variant manuscript and the Old Greek also support the reconstruction. 






568 Foster, ‘Is Everything “Beautiful” or “Appropriate” in Its Time?’ 




The final two letters of חושך are heavily damaged. However, there is physical evidence for 
their existence. 
Ben Sira 11:25 (A 4v14b-15) 
חַרע^ַה^הַורעַת כ  ש  ^ת^ַיוםַתְּ  טֹובַ 
 י]ום[ַת֯שׄכחַטוׄב֯הַואחריתַאא^ד^םַתהיהַעליַו
Link: https://www.bensira.org/images/Manuscripts/A/A_IV_Verso.jpg 
The second occurrence of טובה has damage to the ב and final ה. However, there is still 
adequate physical evidence for the existence of the letters. 
Ben Sira 38:10 (B 8r16) 
ומכלַפשעיםַטהרַלבַ⟦ַַ⟧]סו[֯רַ֯מע֯ולַומהכרַ>֯הסירַמ׳ַׄוׄהכר<ַפניםַ  
Link: https://www.bensira.org/images/Manuscripts/B/B_VIII_Recto.jpg 
Although there is extensive damage to the phrase, the verse most likely begins with ַסּור
ל ָעוֶּ  turn from injustice). The visible parts of the letters in the preposition phrase render) מֵׁ
the existence of ל ָעוֶּ  סּוַר from injustice) certain. There is also some physical evidence for) מֵׁ
(to turn). This is enough to be confident of the existence of a parallel. 
Ben Sira 39:25 (B 9r13) 
כןַלרעיםַטובַורעַ>לרעַ<ַ⟦ַַ⟧לט[ובַחלקַמראשַַ--]ַ  
Link: https://www.bensira.org/images/Manuscripts/B/B_IX_Recto.jpg 
The first occurrence of טֹוב (good) in this verse is damaged. However, although difficult to 
detect in the colour photograph, the final two letters וב survive. The evidence for this 
association is sufficient: there is some physical evidence; it is an extremely common 
association; and the Old Greek supports the reading with ἀγαθὰ τοῖς ἀγαθοῖς where the 
Hebrew text is lost. 
Ben Sira 39:27 (B 9r16) 
<ַנהפכַוכןַלרעיםַלרעהַ>לזראַ⟦ַַ⟧[ל]ט[֯ו֯ב֯יםַייטיבוַַ--כלַ◦]ַ  
Link: https://www.bensira.org/images/Manuscripts/B/B_IX_Recto.jpg 
ים טֹובִּ  is missing, and there is damage ַט to the good) is heavily damaged. The initial letter) ל 
to the initial ל and the letters ובי (although some evidence of these letters can be seen). The 
physical evidence for the word, the regularity of this association and the support of the Old 
Greek renders this word certain. The Old Greek supports this parallel with τοῖς εὐσεβέσιν 











The occurrence of ע  in Sir 39:29 is disputed. The Old Greek’s λιμος (famine) suggesting the ר 
reading ָרָעב (famine). However, the reading of the manuscript is clear. Therefore, this is 
treated as a valid occurrence of ע   .in Chapter 3 ר 
After the additional analysis, it is concluded in Chapter 4 to be highly likely to be an error 
of omission. This is also supported by the vast number of associations between ָרָעב and 
ר בֶּ ע times) and the lack of other occurrences of 33) דֶּ  standing alone in such close ר 
association with a  ָרָעה term.571 Furthermore, the list is specific, but like ע ,ָרָעה  was found ר 
used as a superordinate of these terms. Because there is no information to determine a 
specific referent this is semantically suspect. 
The reconstruction of the verb ברא is highly likely based on Mas1h 1:5 and the use of the 
verb in B 9v3. 




ים  damaged. However, there is some physical evidence for בי good) has the two letters) טֹובִּ
the existence of the letters. 
Ben Sira 40:9 (B 10r1) 
ושברַרעהַומוַתַשדַ⟦ ַַ⟧֯ד]ב[רַודםַחרחרַוחרבַ  
Link: https://www.bensira.org/images/Manuscripts/B/B_X_Recto.jpg 
ר בֶּ  .heavily damaged ַד entirely missing and the initial ב is damaged with the medial דֶּ
Despite this, given the frequent co-occurrence and the co-associations in Sir 40:9 it seems 




570 The reconstruction is highly likely based on Mas1h 1:5 and the use of the verb in B 9v3. A colour 
photograph (which is very hard to make out) of Mas1h can be found here: 
https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-371464 
571 ‘Famine and pestilence were the usual accompaniments of a prolonged siege’, Skehan and Di Lella, The 




Ben Sira 41:17-18 (B 11r11-12, corrector) 
ל<ַכחַשַ⟦ַַ⟧בושַמאבַואםַאלַזנותַ>עלַפח֯ז<ַ מנשיאַיושבַאלַ>וָשרַע   
מעדהַועםַעלַפשעַ⟦ַַ⟧ַשקרמאדוןַוגברתַעלַ  
Link: https://www.bensira.org/images/Manuscripts/B/B_XI_Recto.jpg 
The final ז in ז ח   .reckless) is damaged, but there is physical evidence for its existence) פ 
C.2 Judean Desert 





ה ֲעשֶּ  However, most of the word is visible, and the clear parallel .ע is missing its medial מ 





ל ע  י  לִּ  is damaged here. There is plenty of evidence that this is the word (including portions בְּ
of the ב and י and its common use in 1QM, cf. line 4). 
1QHa V,20 
 אתהַגליתהַדרכ֯יַ֯א֯מ֯תַ֯ומעשיַרעַחוכמהַואול֯תַ
Much of ת מֶּ אֶּ יַ כֵׁ רְּ ת in ת was heavily damaged. The final ד  לֶּ ּוֶּ  folly) was also heavily) אִּ




The letters ור in ע ש  רֶּ  and wickedness) are heavily damaged, but there is some physical) וְּ
evidence for their existence. 
1QHa IX,24 
 סודַהערוהַומקורַהנדהַכורַהעווןַומבנהַהחטאהַ֯רוחַהת֯ועַה







The initial two letters of ל ע  י  לִּ  Belial) are heavily damaged. However, the word is expected) בְּ
here and there is some physical evidence for their existence.  
1QHa XIII,9b 
 אריותַשובריַעצםַאדיריםַושותיַ֯ד֯םַגבוריַם
Both letters in ָדם are heavily damaged; however, this is a common association and there is 
some physical evidence for their existence. 
1QHa XIV,8 
֯ו֯תביאניַבע֯צתַ֯ה֯ק֯ו֯ד֯שַַַחמסמעדתַ֯ש֯ואַ֯ומסודַ  
The first two letters of א ַש worthlessness) are heavily damaged. All of the letters of) ָשוְּ ּקֹודֶּ  ה 
(the holiness) are heavily damaged. However, there is physical evidence for their existence. 
1QHa XV,14 
 ואיןַ֯פ֯הַל֯ר֯וחַהוותַולאַמענהַלשוןַלכולַ֯בניַאשמה
The first two letters (רו) of ַ י spirit) are damaged as is the initial letter of) רּוח  נֵׁ  .(sons of) בְּ
However there is physical evidence for their existence. 
1QHa XXIV,23 
 כולַשטןַומשחיַת
While this section of the text is highly fragmentary, the coordinate phrase is likely to 












Although בטֹו  is missing from the text, the regularity of the expression (particularly in 
relation to the use of ת ע   with the words) and the size of the gap means we can have a high ד 









ָלה וְּ  likely forms part of a phrase. The first word is lost. However, the phrase is in ע 
parallelism and so the phrase can be expected to specify a group of people characterised 






י  doers of) is heavily damaged. However, the infrared image shows some physical) פֹוֲעלֵׁ
evidence for all letters (Accordance records the פ and ו as missing),572 and the regularity of 
the phrase ן ָאוֶּ יַ  doers of villainy), and the context are strong enough evidence in) פֹוֲעלֵׁ
favour of a phrasal association with ב ים The plural .אֹויֵׁ בִּ  with the אואבים is written אֹויְּ






The phrase תֹו מ  טֵׁ שְּ תַמ  בֶּ שֶּ חְּ מ   because of the thoughts of his hostility) contains a number) בְּ
of damaged letters. However, there is sufficient physical evidence for its existence 
including the size of gaps and presence of ink. 
The initial ט in ָאה מְּ  .impurity) is missing) ט 
4Q303 8 
 [ -- ]רַושכלַטובַורעַל[ -- ]
Link: https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-284430 (top right) 
 
 
572 As of 03-06-2020 





Despite the fragmentary nature of the text, the semantic association is clear and so was 




Link: https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-362417 (7b); 
https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-362415 (8a) 
Both ים דֹוָלה evil) and) ָרעִּ ָכהַּגְּ  great wound) were damaged; however, the only letter that) מ 
was completely erased by damage to the scroll was the medial ו in דֹוָלה  The physical .ּגְּ
evidence for the phrases in the semantic association is sufficient. 
4Q371 1a-b,13 
וכולַאמריַכזַבַ֯שקרדבר֯י]ַ[  
Link: https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-371242 (fragments 2 
4, and 6 in image) 
The final ַי in י רֵׁ בְּ ר in ש words of) and initial) דִּ קֶּ  lie) is damaged. However, there is) שֶּ




The manuscript is damaged after the ב and there is sufficient space for the scribe to have 
included an additional letter. However, the space is not so big that it would be an 
exceptionally large gap between words for this scribe. Therefore, it could either have been 
an instance of טֹוב (good) or of the feminine noun of the same word family טֹוָבה (good). 
The contrast between adjective and noun occurs nowhere else in the analysed texts, for 




Links: https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-295484 (6b); 
https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-295485 (7a) 
There is some damage to the clause containing the association. However, the physical 







Link: https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-284805 (bottom) 
There is some damage to ל ע  י  לִּ  .Belial), however, the physical evidence is sufficient) בְּ
4Q410 1,6 
ַ̂ב^ה◦◦]ַ[רע ַ̂ב^אמתַטובַומהַ}}מ{{  מהַ}}מ{{
Link: https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-364378 
There is some damage to the ר in רע here, but it is sufficiently clear. The preceding word 
has been largely destroyed. However, the context is suitably clear to be confident that an 




 .is heavily damaged here, but there is sufficient evidence of its existence רע
Accordance incorrectly reads this as: לה֯כׄון (to establish). In the hand of this scribe, the 






The initial two letters of טוב are entirely missing. Given the regularity of expression, the 
















Link: https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-359338 (6a); 
https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-359336 (6b) 
The context is damaged as is the initial letter of טוב. However the regularity of the 
association and the available text was considered sufficient evidence that the words are in 




The initial letter and two final letters of יַם יצִּ ים ruthless) and the first letter of) ָערִּ ָשעִּ  are רְּ




The initial ַא of אואביהַם (their enemies) is damaged. However, there is evidence for the 
letter. The plural ים בִּ   574.א shifting to a medial י with the medial אואבים is written אֹויְּ
4Q504 1-2iii8 
 ]--[ַחולייםַ^רעים^ַו֯רעבַוצמאַודברַוחרַב
Link: https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-499049 (column i 
in this image is column iii) 





Link: https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-499049 (column i in 
this image is column iii) 
 adversary) also is cut off at the bottom, but all letters are present. There is evidence of) ָשָטן













Link: https://www.deadseascrolls.org.il/explore-the-archive/image/B-499049 (column i 
in this image is column iii) 




The context is heavily damaged. However, it is clear enough that this is an example of ע  ר 





Photograph: Lines 21-22 can be viewed as part of a photograph covering lines 15-23.575 
The lines are taken from Qimron and Yuditsky’s transcription.576 They demonstrate a 





575 Photograph by Bruce and Kenneth Zuckerman, and Marilyn Lundberg. Matthias Henze, ed., Hazon Gabriel: 
New Readings of the Gabriel Revelation, Early Judaism and Its Literature 29 (Atlanta, GA: Society of Biblical 
Literature, 2011), 190. 
576 Elisha Qimron and Alexey Yuditsky, ‘Notes on the So-Called Gabriel Vision Inscription’, in Hazon Gabriel: 
New Readings of the Gabriel Revelation, ed. Matthias Henze, Early Judaism and Its Literature 29 (Atlanta, GA: 
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